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Abstract
This is an inquiry into the digital literacy readiness of students of First-Year Composition (FYC).
Using mixed methods, an online survey and interviews, the study maps out the digital literacy
skills of FYC students and accounts for the people and places that contributed to the students’
acquisition of those skills. As theoretical frameworks, the study used Eshet-Alkalai’s (2002) digital
literacy framework to account for the spectrum of students’ functional digital literacy skills;
Brandt’s (1998) literacy sponsorship to scrutinize the persons who contributed to student’s
learning; and Hawisher and Selfe’s (2004) technological gateways to make sense of the places that
student mainly utilized to acquire their skills. The study found that FYC students possess digital
literacy skills in varying degrees of proficiency and that the main people and places that
contributed to their literacy learning were school and home, with teachers and family members
correspondingly serving as literacy sponsors. On students’ digital literacy strengths and
weaknesses, they reported word processing and typing as their strengths and felt less competent
about multimodal composition skills like video editing, sound editing, website creation and
computer interface navigation. The study concludes with a digital literacy framework which
integrates digital literacy skill acquisition into the FYC curriculum. The framework guides
instructors to directly hone in digital literacy skills in the composition class. This dissertation
provides insight into the level of preparedness of FYC students for multimodal composition and
is of benefit for Writing Program Administrators (WPAs), university administrators and teachers
of FYC.
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Chapter One: Introduction
My Digital Literacy Journey as Inspiration for this Project
I commence this dissertation with my digital literacy narrative also referred to as
technology literacy narrative (Eyman, 2015). The first usage of the term “digital literacy” can be
traced to Paul Gilster who described it, in his 1997 publication, as “a set of skills to access the
internet, find, manage, and edit digital information; join in communications, and otherwise engage
with online information and communication network” (p. 220). What entails digital literacy has
since been expanded, complicated and even contested by experts as new technologies emerge
(Falloon, 2020). I want to use this narrative to reflect on the paths, interests and practices that have
influenced my acquisition of digital literacy up to this juncture. With this account, I want to bring
forth my ethos as a researcher whose lived experiences immensely motivate and influence this
research endeavor.
The very first time I encountered computers was a fascinating one. I would describe it as
love at first sight for I had been made intrigued about computers for a long time. It was February
2000 when I was a high school freshman at Tema Secondary School in Tema, Ghana. At that time,
we were allocated 40 minutes per week to computer literacy. But my instructor tended to focus on
theory and, for several weeks into the class, all we could do was draw, label and describe parts of
the computer yet we had not seen one nor knew how to operate them. In hindsight, I wonder if he
put us in suspense for that long so that we would be enamored by the machine when we saw one.
It worked on me, for mine was a heightened inquisitiveness, which made me want to know as
much as possible about computers.
On our first day at my school’s computer lab where one computer was shared by two or
three students, I spent half the time in awe of the device we had heard so much about. Indeed, it
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felt like a mission to demystify the computer since the instructor spent half of the time
demonstrating to the class the various components that made up a computer. He first talked about
the input devices (the keyboard and the mouse) and the only output device then was the monitor.
He then mentioned some peripheral devices like printers and scanners. The instructor spent the
rest of the time instructing the class about how to start the devices, distinguishing between cold
and warm booting. However, before the class ended, he announced that anyone who wished to
learn more could visit the lab at the end of the day. That indeed triggered my quest to launch myself
into digital literacy acquisition. To me, digital literacy then pertained primarily to the knowledge
and skills one had to use computers although of late devices classified as computers now include
phones, tablets and even televisions some of which have in-built computers with software
interface.
The first step I took into developing my digital literacy was familiarizing myself with the
input devices. As for the mouse, being able hold and steady the movement of the cursor on the
screen was just enough. What proved daunting was the typewriter-like device—the keyboard. The
keyboards on those computers looked very clunky and some of the keys stuck in constantly as the
computers in our lab were overly used elsewhere and our access to them was by the kind courtesy
of an international donor. The keys were bilingual as they had QWERTY alphanumeric layout
together with some Asian characters. Most of the computers run Windows 3.0, which as of the
early 2000s, was outmoded, as Window 98 and Windows ME were the latest then. However, I
think that was the only operating system which the aged machines could comfortably run as any
upgrade in system software had debilitating implications for system resources especially storage,
the RAM and the CPU.
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Learning typing was harder than anticipated for we were informed that, to achieve best
results, we needed not to look onto the keys at all. That sounded oxymoronic and ridiculous to
those of us who were completely new to this form of literacy. While teaching the keyboard layout,
our computer instructor pointed out that to master the keys one had to pay attention to the “Home
Keys.” He said they were the only keys that have dots embossed on them (‘F’ and ‘J’ are the Home
Keys on a QWERTY keyboard). We checked our keyboards and realized it was true and that was
reassuring that we could learn the keys. However, the instructor added a caveat that typing needed
discipline and that anybody who would not submit themselves to that will end up engaging in “A
wo he? B wo he?” That is a Ghanaian humorous expression for a typist who is fixated with the
keys. The expression simply translates, “Where’s A? Where’s B?” Most of my classmates did not
want to be described as such, so we all started utilizing the after-hours access to the lab to practice
typing. In addition, I, for one, had a rather quaint motivation to learn typing. At that time, I thought
my handwriting was terrible when compared to some of my colleagues’ and so I felt I needed to
one-up them in this new method of inscription.
Thankfully, learning typing was made even easier by an application called Typing Tutor.
Compared with other programs like Mavis Beacon which was installed on new computers in the
lab some months later, Typing Tutor appeared spartan as its user interface was not very graphical.
It, nonetheless, served as a very effective software that introduced us to soft typing—that’s how
typing on computer keyboards was referred to in comparison with typing on typewriters. I took
my typing practices so seriously that by the time Mavis Beacon was installed on new computers
in the lab, I was typing around 30 words per minute without looking on the keyboard!
While learning typing, we were introduced to the Microsoft Office suite. For the next few
years in high school, our computer lessons focused on what I refer to as the “Big Three”: Word,
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Excel and PowerPoint. We learned these at a very slow pace because of the limited time allocated
to computer lessons by the curriculum. And so, after mastering most of the keys on the keyboard,
I started practicing word processing by typing and formatting my class notes in the computer lab.
I saved most of them on 3.5” floppy disks. With PowerPoint, I created graphically rich designs
which, incidentally, I never used for anything. I also played a lot with its slide show transitions as
well as animation features. Unfortunately, I never had to use PowerPoint for any presentation until
was in my advanced years in college.
After learning word processing, the next big step I took with digital literacy was image
editing. To my delight, the Windows operating system comes with an already-installed photo
editing application called Paint. This software, though simple, proved very utilitarian with image
editing as well as digital drawing. I can still recall how my computer instructor taught the class to
use colored circles and lines to draw a bunch of balloons. With images, we learnt basic editing
techniques like cropping, brightening, contrasting, changing pixel resolution and image labelling.
Between 2002 and 2004 when I completed high school and started my bachelor’s degree, I
attempted to design with more versatile and feature-rich image editing applications like Photoshop
and Corel Draw but I could not study them long enough to master them. These were the years I
taught at a middle school as social studies teacher. Access to computers remained a bit constant
for those two years and I used my spare time to polish my skills.
With regards to sound and video composing, I wanted to learn video editing but that never
came to fruition until the fall semester of 2016 when I participated in an iMovie workshop at the
Technical Support Center at The University of Texas at El Paso’s (UTEP) Library. I successfully
produced my first two videos when I enrolled in a multimodal composing course in the spring of
2017 at UTEP which required students to put together a portfolio that included videos they shot
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and edited. As for audio editing, my skills were limited to cutting sections of tracks to create
ringtones. I am also able to add sound effects and compose simple beats with Apple’s GarageBand.
My journey to digital literacy commenced humbly in a jampacked computer laboratory
during high school. It has taken sheer grit for me to reach the level of digital proficiency I have
today, about 20 years down the line, given the fact that I never had the privilege, like some of my
colleagues, to attend any of the mushrooming computer1 schools in Ghana at the time. To this day,
I have no certificate to back my claims about my digital literacy capabilities as I acquired most of
my skills by moonlighting behind the monitor and the keyboard.
My zeal for digital literacy made me do the impossible to acquire my first personal
computer by sacrificing my hostel/dorm fees when I was pursuing my bachelor’s at the University
of Cape Coast. So, in the fall semester of 2007, I arrived on my university campus with a clunky
used tower computer but with nowhere to sleep. It took the generosity of my classmate who
willingly allowed me to “perch”2 him. Owning my own computer and later a phone and a laptop
hastened my digital literacy acquisition through my undergraduate and master’s degrees years at
college. I now had unlimited time with my own personal devices which afforded me the
opportunity to tinker with the hardware of devices when they broke down and play with all sorts
of software. By the time I was admitted to the doctoral program at UTEP in 2016, I could not only
do touch typing, but also appreciably process word documents; create Power Point presentations;
edit pictures, videos and audios; and publish online in my personal blogs. I must, however, close
on this by indicating that digital literacy now transcends knowledge and skills about computer

1

In Ghana, the early 2000s saw an explosion of computer schools which targeted high school
and university graduates to acquire the rudiments of computer usage. Those who could not afford
to enroll in such schools were usually unable to learn computing since even used computers were
still expensive at that time to be acquired privately by the average Ghanaian.
A campus slang for students sharing one bed in the dorm.
2
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usage since the word “computer” is now a fluid term which aptly applies to all information
processing devices such as smartphones, tablets, and even televisions. Digital literacy now has a
bearing on communication rather simply mastering a set of skills on a digital device. As Eyman
(2015) indicates, computers are now social machines rather antisocial ones as the computer is not
just a device for processing and storing information, but it is also a tool for creating and
maintaining relationship with other humans. Digital literacy is therefore composed of an array of
technical-procedural, cognitive and emotional social skills which one needs to function in digital
environments be it online or offline (Eshet-Alkalai & Amichai-Hamburger, 2004; Aviram &
Eshet-Alkalai, 2006).
Dissonance for this Research
Although while at UTEP I have expanded my digital literacies, my digital literacy at the
moment is heavily defined by these modest beginnings in resource-constrained contexts like my
high school computer laboratory. I strongly believe my digital literacy has not only played a huge
role in me being enrolled in technology-dependent PhD program but also it has enabled me to
teach courses like RWS 1301 and 1302, which are first and second semester First-Year
Composition (FYC) courses at UTEP that require appreciable level of computer proficiency on the
part of both the instructor and the student. These experiences got me wondering if students from
the US in general and others from developing countries like Ghana have stories similar to what I
related above. I was intrigued by how students with these kinds of backgrounds stack up against
their colleagues in the US especially those who school in the border region between the US and
Mexico since, in addition to being the location of my doctoral program, this area is noted for its
technological divide (Ruecker, 2012).
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Thus, this project asks, what are the lived experiences of first-year writing students in a
university whose writing curriculum require or implicitly assume the students to have obtained
some digital literacy? I was curious to ascertain specifically where and how FYC students acquired
their digital literacies. Given my own experience, I also wanted to find out if such skills are
adequate to enable students to navigate and negotiate the demands of the FYC class. Results from
this study point to the fact that students (from the participant sample) possess digital literacy skills
in varying degrees of proficiency with students more prepared to engage in text-centric
compositions rather than multimodal ones. This trend is quite concerning given the “multimodal
turn” of composition which has long been advocated for (The New London Group [NLG], 1996;
Yancey 2004; Lankshear and Knobel, 2001, etc.). Students’ readiness to compose more in text
rather than in multiple semiotic modes is a likely a consequence of apathy towards multimodality
or even the vehement opposition towards multimodality from some writing program administrators
(WPAs) (Sheffield, 2016). Nonetheless, students’ lived experiences with technology point to a
different direction as they are and seek to be more multimodal. This is why it has been observed
that:
Today, if students cannot write to the screen—if they cannot design, author, analyze, and
interpret material on the Web and in other digital environments—they may be incapable of
functioning effectively as literate citizens in a growing number of social spheres.
(Hawisher, Selfe, Moraski, & Pearson, 2004: p. 642)
Therefore, ignoring multimodality and digital literacy leaves students challenged in their ability to
function as citizens in the ever-changing digital world of the 21st century. Aside from this, there
prevail today a ubiquity of technologies like smartphones, tablets and computers that provide the
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affordance for composition in digital contexts, and there is the need for digital literacy to be
embraced, so that FYC will not run the risk of being left in a technological time warp.
Ultimately and based on identified digital literacy skills of the FYC students, my goal
through this research was to propose a framework that would guide the incorporation of digital
literacy learning in the composition classroom.
Summary of Purpose
The need for digital literacy puts a lot of responsibilities not just on instructors but also on
students to ensure that their digital literacy skills meet the demands of FYC courses as well as
existing standards for students at the college level. According to the Global Information
Technology Report 2016, there is a strong a correlation between a country’s per capita income and
its National Readiness Index (NRI),3 which is ranking system introduced in 2001 by the World
Economic Forum to measure countries’ readiness to incorporate Information Communication
Technology (ICT) for personal, business and governmental purposes. On the NRI, countries in the
top half or with 4.0 or above of a 7-point scale of the ranking are mostly developed ones, while
developing and emerging economies form the bulk of the those at the bottom of the index.
Although the US as a developed country is placed favorably on the NRI, there is evidence to the
effect that access to technology is uneven and the worst affected are people who live in poor
neighborhoods in inner cities and under-resourced areas like border towns (Ruecker, 2012; Banks,
2006; Warschauer, 2003). Despite a wider availability of affordable devices in the US, the problem
of uneven access to technology remains crucial (Hawkins & Oblinger, 2006).

3

Apart from this other ICT metrics for countries exist and each of this emphasize indices that
matter to the creators. For instance, there are the UNCTAD B2C E-commerce Index and the ITU
ICT Development Index.
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Additionally, there might be variance in digital literacies for international students.
According to Institute of International Education [IIE] (2020), the total number of international
students in US colleges and universities have ranged from 1,043,839 in the 2015/16 academic year
to 1,095,299 in the 2019/20 academic year. This number makes up 5.2% to 5.5% of the total
enrolment of students in US colleges and universities. My own digital literacy journey as a
transnational student, along with the location of my doctoral program on the US-Mexico border,
prompted me to ask whether US college students, particularly those who grew up within a digital
divide have attained adequate digital literacy skills to be successful in the composition classroom.
That FYC courses play pivotal role in honing some digital literacy in students cannot be
underestimated. Since the late 1990s and early 2000s, scholars like the NLG (1996), Yancey
(2004), Shipka (2015) made calls for new literacies to be pursued for FYC to embrace technology
and move beyond print-centrism. Nonetheless, today, writing courses are usually implemented on
the assumption that students have acquired some digital literacy in their pre-college education. In
American universities, the skills students are expected to demonstrate are the ones that are
stipulated in digital literacy proficiency standards for student who have completed high school in
the US. Thus, courses like FYC operate on the assumption that all students, both resident and
transnational, already possess those skills. This is evidenced by FYC syllabi that utilize online
learning management systems as well as require students to carry out course tasks that demand
varying levels of technological proficiency. Therefore, writing courses seem designed to tap into
such skills. Although this assumption may hold some validity in that students from developed or
Western countries might have acquired some digital literacy during their education before college,
the same cannot necessarily be said about students with low access and resources as well as
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transnational students from developing countries who might have had diverse or under-controlled
encounters with digital literacy (Shapiro, 2006; Nogueron, 2011).
This study’s primary purpose was to assess the digital literacy proficiency of FYC students
from all backgrounds enrolled in a US border Hispanic Serving Institution (HSI) to ascertain the
extent to which they measure up against set standards as well as the expectations of the FYC class
by accounting for the digital literacy skills students possess.
Secondly, since the means to the acquisition of digital literacy among FYC students
including those from developing countries is varied and potentially under-controlled, this study
was intended to find out the factors that influence the students’ acquisition of digital literacy. Here,
what was of interest to this study is the people, or key sponsors (Brandt, 1998) and places or
gateways (Selfe & Hawisher, 2012) that played critical roles in imparting digital literacy among
the students concerned.
Thirdly, the present study investigated whether students faced any challenges in their bid
to satisfy the technological demands of FYC classes. FYC course syllabi make stated and unstated
demands of certain digital literacy skills and it was the aim of this study to account for those skills
and then juxtapose them with the skills which students actually possess. Along with identifying
challenges, this study asked questions about how students ameliorated the situation they found
themselves in. Therefore, this study asked students about the strategies they have devised to tackle
the problems they have with technology.
The fourth purpose of this study was to compare the circumstances of transnational students
with that of their counterparts in the US. Answers to questions about the needs of students who
had experienced lower levels of technology access were crucial in drawing up a digital literacy
framework for all students in the FYC classroom.
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Finally, the results from this research led to the development of a digital literacy framework
that can be integrated into FYC classes and tailored to meet the digital literacy needs of all students
including transnational students from developing countries. Developing this framework as part of
this study was situated in the notion that writing instructors and faculty constitute, as Brandt (1998)
puts it, literacy sponsors of students and it is essential for us to guide students to imbibe current
literacies. Thus, based on the findings of this study, the specific functional digital literacy skills
that students are expected to demonstrate were suggested and how these could be incorporated into
FYC program were outlined.
Significance of the Study
While not all FYC programs embrace technology and remain dedicated to the traditional
ideals of the course where developmental writing and grammar, for instance, are emphasized, most
FYC programs embrace technology (Falloon, 2020). FYC pedagogy practices make unquestioned
assumptions about students’ digital literacy proficiency, and current literature on FYC is bereft of
studies that point out the specific digital literacy skills that FYC student need to possess to be
successful in the composition class. This research therefore maps out and bring to the fore the
digital literacy skills that students of FYC possess in the composition class informing FYC
pedagogy and curricular planning of Writing Program Administrators (WPA).
Research Questions
The following research questions are informed by the purpose of the study explained above
and situated within the review of literature in the next chapter:
1. With what kind of digital literacy skills do First-Year Composition (FYC) students enter
the FYC classroom?
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2. How do students of FYC acquire those skills? Who are their literacy sponsors and where
are their technology gateways?
3. What are the strengths and challenges of FYC students in meeting the demands of
technology in the FYC classroom?
4. How do transnational students compare with non-transnational students in terms of literacy
sponsorship and technology gateways as well as their strengths and challenges in meeting
the demands of technology in the FYC classroom?
5. What are the implications of this research for FYC pedagogy?
Overview of the Methodology and Findings
The study employed mixed methods research design where both qualitative and
quantitative approaches were combined to collect and analyze data. Both methods of data
collection were mediated by online communication for convenience and due to lockdown
restrictions because of the Covid-19 pandemic in 2020. The quantitative method was an online
self-assessment survey while the qualitative data was obtained via interview on Blackboard
Collaborate, a video call feature embedded in Blackboard Learning.
The research questions, data collection and analysis of data were all influenced by the
following theories: Eshet-Alkalai’s digital literacy framework, Selber’s (2004) multiliteracy,
Brandt’s (1998) literacy sponsorship, and Hawisher and Selfe’s technological gateways. In the
self-assessment survey particularly, Eshet-Alkalai’s digital literacy framework were simplified,
and students were asked questions in order to assess their level of digital literacy proficiency.
Also, students’ answers to interview questions were analyzed mainly through the lens of EshetAlkalai’s framework and other theories used in this study.
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The main finding of the study is that students possess digital literacy skills in various
levels of proficiency and that there are not significant differences between transnational students
and their US colleagues in terms of sponsorship and technological gateways even as school and
family chiefly serve digital literacy sponsors. In terms of student digital literacy strengths and
challenges students seem more prepared to engage in alphabetic compositions and feel
handicapped with multimodal ones.
Organization of the Dissertation
Chapter Two: Literature Review
Chapter two examines the extant literature on digital literacy in the composition classroom
as well as establishes the theoretical basis of the study.

The chapter commences with an

examination of what entails digital literacy. It then proceeds with a review of new literacy and
multimodal perspectives on learning. After this, theoretical standpoints which influence this study
are discussed and their implications addressed. Theories that are of interest to the present study are
Eshet-Alkalai’s digital literacy framework, technological gateways, literacy sponsorship,
multimodality, and multiliteracy(ies).
Chapter Three: Methodology
The main concern of this chapter is to address issues pertaining to how the study was
conducted. It therefore begins with a general description of the research methodology, which is
mixed methods, and the rationale for this approach will be examined. Following this, each of the
methods of the study will be described comprehensively. The methods of this study are survey and
interview. Towards the conclusion of this chapter, I describe the data analyses processes including
transcription, coding as well as how I answered the research questions with the instruments.
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Chapter Four: Digital Literacy Skills of FYC Students
In this chapter, I account for the digital literacy skills with which students enter the
composition classroom based on Eshet-Alkalai’s digital literacy framework. The key elements of
Eshet-Alkalai’s digital literacy that form the basis of my analysis of student’s skills are photovisual
literacy, reproductive literacy, branching literacy, information literacy, socio-emotional literacy,
and real-time thinking skills. This chapter concludes by pointing out the fact that students possess
these skills in varying degrees of proficiency with students being more proficient in photovisual,
branching, information literacy and socioemotional literacy but less confident in a key element of
reproductive literacy that enables them to compose multimodally as well as real-time thinking
skills.
Chapter Five: Life Trajectories of FYC Students’ Digital Literacy, Students’ Challenges and
Mitigations
To fully grasp how FYC students acquired their digital literacy, it is worthwhile to track
key factors which influenced their digital literacy. This chapter traces the people and places which
motivated students’ acquisition of digital literacy. In other words, of paramount concern in this
chapter are the people who made impact on participants’ digital literacy acquisition as well as the
places where such literacies were acquired. Chapter five also gives accounts of the strengths and
challenges FYC students with regards to digital literacy skills.
Chapter Six: Conclusion and a Framework for Integrating Digital Literacy into FYC
In this chapter, I generally summarize this study and its major findings based on the research
questions. After, I present the implications of the study and the make recommendations for the
teaching and learning of FYC, research on digital literacy in FYC, among others. On
recommendation for FYC pedagogy, I propose a framework that will guide the incorporation of
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digital literacy into a composition class. Referred to as the Rhetorical Digital Literacy (RDL)
approach, the framework uses genre analysis as a springboard for the teaching and learning of
digital literacy skills. Chapter six ends with a statement on the limitations of the study.
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Chapter Two: Review of Literature and Theoretical Framework
Introduction
In this chapter, I contextualize and conceptualize the study in broad and narrow terms. I
commence the chapter by chiming in on the long-standing debate about whether digital literacy or
digital literacies should be the suitable term to refer to the range of skills that this dissertation is
concerned with. This is followed by a survey of digital literacy standards promulgated by
institutions to be honed in by the digital literate at the pre-tertiary level of education in the US.
After this, the chapter explores digital literacy in the composition classroom and this is related to
transnational students. Finally, the chapter lays out its theoretical foundations by exploring how
the present study is informed by multiliteracy, multimodal literacy, Eshet-Alkalai’s digital literacy
framework, literacy sponsorship and technological gateways.
Digital Literacy or Digital Literacies?
The problem associated with defining digital literacy is brought to bear by Lankshear and
Knobel (2008) when they state, “Any attempt to constitute an umbrella definition or overarching
frame of digital literacy will necessarily involve reconciling the claims of myriad concepts of
digital literacy, a veritable legion of digital literacies” (p. 4). Two main challenges are brought to
bear when defining digital literacy. The first one concerns naming and the second has to do with
an appropriate definition for digital literacy itself. To begin with naming, the question that begs
asking is whether the term digital literacy aptly describes the range of skills and practices it has
been coined to describe since it entails an array of technical, cognitive and sociological skills
(Eshet-Alkalai & Amichai-Hamburger, 2004). The term digital literacy now refers to any of the
following: computer/ICT literacy, information literacy, technological literacy, media literacy,
communication literacy, visual literacy, network literacy, internet literacy, e-literacy (Martin,
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2003), digital competence, digital Bildung, silicon literacy (Snyder, 2002), etc. Each of these
present various implications, compelling some authors in the digital literacy subfield to advocate
for “digital literacies”. This is in order to encompass the multiple abilities that one needs to
function in the modern world (Selfe & Hawisher, 2004; Gee, 2003).
With regards to definition, various scholars proffer different definitions of what constitutes
digital literacy but these end up emphasizing one theoretical framework or competency over the
other. For instance, Osterman (2012) describes digital literacy as “the continued increase and use
of online media content for information gathering [which] challenges the learner to organize and
compose information in a nonlinear fashion while often integrating visual media to synthesize that
information” (p. 135). Therefore, to Osterman (2012) digital literacy is more about information
and visual literacies than any other competency. A look at Hawisher and Selfe (2012) gives a
different nuance of what digital literacy is since their seminal publication emphasizes digital
literacy practices. According to the authors, these practices entail using “mobile phone exchanges,
email, instant messaging, texting, chatrooms, fan forums, Facebook, Twitter, and other social
networking tools” to maintain connection with family and friends. Therefore, from Hawisher and
Selfe (2012), it can be deduced that digital literacy has to do with mastering a myriad of ICT tools
for phatic purposes.
Emphasizing information, Julien (2015) avers that “Digital literacy, from a pragmatic point
of view, is the set of skills, knowledge and attitudes required to access digital information
effectively, efficiently, and ethically”, while on the other hand, Stewart (2014) indicates digital
literacy as “the ability to effectively communicate in digital using digital tools” (para. 2).
Seemingly influenced by Martin (2008) and Bawden (2008), Stewart (2014) gives digital literacy
a social dimension by stating that digital literacy transcends ability to use digital tools but also
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includes raising questions about the role social context plays. This is in line with contemporary
definition of literacy which is considered to be sensitive to context, unlike the previously held
notion that literacy was simply about decoding texts and mastering composition of texts (Goody
& Watt, 1968; Ong, 1982). Therefore, literacy has moved from text-decoding to socioliteracy
which emphasizes language use within a context.
The definitions above make one thing clear about digital literacy, and that has to do with
the ability to use computers as tools to carry out everyday tasks. This presents computers as
transparent and arhethorical and it is this notion of digital literacy that Selber (2004) has a problem
with. Seemingly influenced by the New London Group (NLG), Selber (2004) uses a multiliteracy
approach to define what constitutes digital literacy. His approach, while recognizing the essence
of computer knowledge and skills, puts premium on the need for a critical and rhetorical element
to digital literacy. Thus, Selber’s (2004) approach to digital literacy is three-pronged one:
functional literacy, critical literacy and rhetorical literacy. According to Selber, it is not enough
for students to know how to use computers, for this must be coupled with the ability to critique
technology. To him, “Critique is certainly one crucial aspect of any computer literacy program,
for it encourages a cultural awareness of power structures” (2004: p. 7). To Selber (2004), viewing
technology critically will make students to be sensitive to the political nature of technology and
make them participate in the design process.
Following Selber (2004) and several authors like Snyder (2002) on digital literacy, the
present study recognizes digital literacy as a multiplicity of skills or a network of literacies.
Therefore, the term “digital literacy” is used as a collective noun to be an embodiment of a plethora
of skills which include capacity to create with, navigate and question digital technology. This
agrees with the position statements of several organizations that have interest in the teaching and
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learning of FYC. For example, the National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE), in their
“Definition of Digital Literacy in the Digital Age” (2008) posit that “The world demands a literate
person possess and intentionally apply a wide range of skills, competencies, and dispositions.”
Thus, this study maintains the terminology ‘digital literacy’ as constituted by an amalgam of
proficiencies to navigate and communicate effectively in different mediums that rely on computer
technology.
Digital Literacy Frameworks and Standards
Digital literacy frameworks constitute key competencies entailed in digital literacy. These
competencies vary from one author to the other and invariably serve as a set of guiding principles
for imparting digital literacy to students. One framework that is of importance to this study is
Eshet-Alkalai and Chajut’s (2009) six-point framework. It includes photovisual literacy,
reproduction literacy, branching literacy, information literacy, socioemotional literacy and realtime thinking literacy. Digital literacy frameworks are of relevance to the current study because,
essentially, they serve as the reference points for the digital literacy standards set by organizations
like ISTE.
Different digital literacy standards exist to define how technology can be employed in
educational contexts. Such standards are reviewed from time to time to account for sociotechnological transformations inside and outside educational settings. Included in these standards
are those that require specific type of digital proficiency that students ought to have attained at a
given period in their education. These standards are typically embedded in general educational
technology standards promulgated by organizations like International Society for Technology in
Education (ISTE), the American Library Association (ALA), and Computer Science Teachers
Association (CSTA). Most states across America draw their educational technology standards
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from those of these organizations. Standards by each of these organizations are going to be briefly
examined so as to get a clear understanding of the digital literacy proficiency that students in US
colleges are expected to possess prior to enrolling. Since these standards and frameworks cover a
wide range of technological needs in the school setting, and attention will mostly be paid to the
portions of the standards that pertain to students’ technological proficiency.
The ISTE is an international nonprofit organization established in 1976 to provide
technological solutions and collaborations among educators across the globe. It first came up its
technological standards for students in 1998 and shortly thereafter introduced standards for
teachers and administrators in 2000 and 2001 respectively. Quite recently, ISTE has also created
specific standards for coaches and computer science educators. Since focus of this study is on
students, the ISTE standards for students bear relevance, and I will summarize them.
The most recent ISTE standard for students is the 2016 one and it is made up of seven core
pillars. Those pillars are:
1. Empowered learner
2. Digital citizen
3. Knowledge constructor
4. Innovative designer
5. Computational thinker
6. Creative communicator, and
7. Global collaborator.
According to the ISTE (2017), the first standard is meant to make students take active role
in their own learning rather being passive recipients of technological knowledge. The second
standard makes students recognize their rights and responsibilities as users of technology. The
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third standard has a bearing on competent search and utilization of information using digital tools.
The fourth standard spells out how students will use digital tools to solve everyday problems
through designing. The fifth standard is intended to encourage students to develop a technological
mindset including being able to come up with problems that machines can solve, collecting and
analyzing data, as well as use automated technology to solve problems. The sixth standard is meant
for students to think and communicate creatively using digital tools to represent complex ideas.
The last of the standards enjoins students to be able to marshal digital resources to team up with
others across national and international boundaries.
The ISTE standards seem all-encompassing and attempt to cater to all facets of the
student’s digital and technological life. They spell out core technological competencies and
encourage students to recognize the role they play as global citizens. The ISTE standards are
indeed broad and far-reaching but do not pinpoint the digital proficiency expected in college-level
students. It is therefore necessary to find out the technological competency expected of freshman
students in college. One particular way of doing this is to account for the standards created for
high school students since after high school, students are deemed ready to take up university level
programs and courses. Since this research took place at a Texas university, I will briefly examine
the technological standards for high school students as spelled out in the Texas Essential
Knowledge and Skills for Technological Applications (TEKSTA) to ascertain how the key
competencies and skills students are supposed to exhibit after high school are articulated.
Found in Chapter 126 of the Texas Administrative Code (TAC), the TEKSTA is based on
six of the seven strands of key performance indicators in the ISTE and National Educational
Technology Standards for Students (NETSS). The six strands are:
1. Creativity and innovation
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2. Communication and collaboration
3. Research and information fluency
4. Critical thinking, problem solving, and decision making
5. Digital citizenship, and
6. Technology operations and concepts
Each of the strands above form the basis of all technology application courses from the elementary
to the high school level. Thus, presumably, freshman students in universities in Texas enter the
FYC classroom prepared to engage in digital environments.
I have outlined two major standards, ISTE and the TEKSTA, here to point out the fact that
efforts are being made at both the international and national levels to cater for the digital literacy
needs of students at the secondary and post-secondary stages. Nonetheless, they do not indicate
specific actionable skills that students need to possess. This is why Eshet-Alkalai and Chajut’s
(2006) digital literacy framework is of particular interest to this study since it explicitly spells out
the core functional competencies, making it easier to identify and evaluate them among students.
(See Theoretical Framework below for detailed discussion on this.)
Digital Literacy in the Writing Classroom
Since its advent in the 1970s, attempts have been made to embrace digital literacy in the
writing classroom. This is evidenced by the policy briefs and outcome statements of key
organizations that are concerned with students’ composition at the post-secondary level. These
organizations are Conference on College Composition and Communication (CCCC), National
Council for Teachers of English (NCTE) and Council of Writing Program Administrators
(CWPA). It has long been pointed out that it is ill-advised to presuppose that 21st century students
in the composition classroom are technologically savvy (Davis, 2009). This situation is even more
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critical among students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds. Davis (2009) therefore suggests
that freshman composition programs need to give room to hone in students digital literacy skills
which are akin to writing skills. Also, Davis (2009) states that in her FYC class she guided students
to learn typing skills, become familiar with the functions of the various keys on the keyboard and
use computer word processors like the Microsoft Word. In addition, she taught students basic
computer vocabularies like URL’s, blogs, search engines, etc. and showed them how to use these.
Thus, she employed teacher-modeling and scaffolding to impact the skills to her students. Apart
from this, Davis (2009) had students email class assignments to her and she responded to their
work via email, compelling students to use the email as a learning tool. The author states
“Integrating their computer use into their understanding of studying and learning required
continuing to broaden our approach to the internet” (Davis, 2009). The next step in Davis’s
approach to honing in digital literacy is guiding students to compare and contrast political views
on blogs as well as evaluate information from academic and non-academic online sources.
Davis (2009) is an empirical study that gives us a glimpse of what digital literacy in the
composition classroom can focus on. From the paper, it can be surmised that digital literacy entails
basic knowledge of computer hardware and software including ability to type and use various
functions of the keyboard, being able to use word processors, search engines and evaluate and
utilize online information sources in one’s writings, etc. Since the publication of Davis’s (2009)
paper, the focus on digital literacy in the writing classroom has advanced. For instance, there are
course management tools like Blackboard Learn, Canvas, Moodle, Google Classroom, Adobe
Captivate, etc. that enable instructors to receive students’ writing tasks and give feedback without
the use of emails. Most writing programs these days have integrated information literacy in their
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curricula. In addition, students do not just evaluate online sources but also contribute to them by
being encouraged to create ePortfolios and personal blogs.
Apart from Davis (2009), Witte (2018) attempts to find out if students in FYC classes can
apply principles of genre to navigate computer interfaces of Course Management Systems (CMS).
The author carries out this study on the assumption that students can apply their knowledge about
known computer interfaces to navigate new ones. However, the author notes that students are
unable to transfer their knowledge of prior CMS interfaces to new ones. The question this raises
has to do with design. Could students’ confoundment with new interfaces be due to completely
new design metaphors or interface layout? Witte (2018) answers this question by proposing that
students be taught the genres of CMS interfaces so that students can easily transfer their skills from
one CMS to another.
Another study, by Moore, et al. (2016), examines the full gamut of technologies, both
traditional and digital, that students use in their writings to bring to the fore, “the entire writing
lives of students today, and of the ways in which composing technologies, genres, purposes for
writing, and choices about writing collaborations may overlap, compliment, compete with, or
supersede one another” (p. 3). The authors observe that student writing technology is more fluid
and flexible and appeal for more innovative ways of teaching composition to reflect 21st century
practices, like Yancey (2009) called for. While Moore et al. (2016) bring to light students’ choice
of technology for composition and their purposes, this work does not specify whether they are
competent in using the said technologies and whether the students encountered any challenges
with the plethora of writing technologies they employed. Also, because Moore et al describe all
the writing technologies students use, they do not provide adequate illumination on the digital
technologies students utilized and whether they need assistance with such technologies.

24

Nonetheless, one takeaway from this study is their reechoing of the imperative to integrate digital
literacy into composition pedagogy.
Davis (2009), Moore, et al. (2016), Witte (2018) and others show that some efforts are
being made to integrate digital literacy into the FYC pedagogy. However, these cases are not
isolated as key professional organizations on student composition like the NCTE have aimed to do
this for some time. These organizations have for decades strongly advocated for the integration of
digital literacy into the writing curriculum as this is elucidated in their literacy position statements
and policy briefs. The NCTE (2019), for instance, advanced key competencies in a framework that
define who an educated person is in the digital age:
1. Participate effectively and critically in a networked world;
2. Explore and engage critically, thoughtfully, and across a wide variety of inclusive texts
and tools/modalities;
3. Consume, curate, and create actively across contexts;
4. Advocate for equitable access to and accessibility of texts, tools, and information;
5. Build and sustain intentional global and cross-cultural connections and relationships with
others so as to pose and solve problems collaboratively and strengthen independent
thought;
6. Promote culturally sustaining communication and recognize the bias and privilege
present in the interactions;
7. Examine the rights, responsibilities, and ethical implications of the use and creation of
information;
8. Determine how and to what extent texts and tools amplify one’s own and others’
narratives as well as counter unproductive narratives;
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9. Recognize and honor the multilingual literacy identities and culture experiences
individuals bring to learning environments, and provide opportunities to promote,
amplify, and encourage these differing variations of language (e.g., dialect, jargon,
register).
The competencies outlined above are holistic in nature in that they acknowledge and satisfy all the
communication needs of a person. In summary, the framework first notes the existence of
multiplicity of texts and modes of discourse in a world that is networked. Secondly, it addresses
ethical access to, usage and dissemination of information. Lastly, the NCTE recognizes diversity
in language and the existence of biases in communication hence the need to be sensitive to
instances of unfruitful narratives. Students and teachers here play a very dynamic role in that they
do not just participate in the digital world, but also they create content and advocate for others
while embracing the existence of multiple socio-economic groupings. The NCTE’s policy brief,
though recognizes digital literacy, is quite implicit on the core competencies of digital literacy that
need to be honed in a writing program. The NCTE leaves the fine details of competencies to
various academic institutions to determine and incorporate in their curriculums. This is when a
study like the current one comes in to identify students’ digital literacy capabilities as well as
propose how digital literacy can be integrated into the FYC curriculum.
Transnational Students
Appadurai (1996) brings to bear the multifaceted nature of rationales that motivate
migrations across the globe. The author terms these as “flows” put in motion by economic,
linguistic and cultural factors. People who usually find themselves crossing national boundaries
and yet attempt to maintain links with their places of origin as well as others in far-flung places
are referred to as having transnational connections (Lam, 2004; Berry, Hawisher & Selfe, 2012).
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The literature on transnational studies is not exactly clear on who can be included or excluded in
this set of people, nevertheless, this study is targeted at non-immigrant international students who
usually keep some form of transnational relationships, so to speak. One way to understand this
category of students is through the US Customs and Border Protection (CBP) (2018) who state
that non-immigrant visas are issued to foreign nationals who intend stay in the US temporarily for
tourism, healthcare, education or certain types of work while immigrant visas are granted to those
who want to stay in the US permanently. Therefore, non-immigrant international students are those
who are in the US purposely for education and might stay in the US mainly for the duration of
their education.
It should be noted that it is not just non-immigrant students but also immigrant students
occupy some sort of interstitial spaces (Bhabha, 1994) and therefore attempt to maintain some sort
of transnational connections. Matsuda and Silva (1999) note that immigrant international students
may have problems that are unique to them. The author indicates that his work concerns nonimmigrant international students. This study focuses on non-immigrant students who enter the US
purposely for higher education. These students, whether immigrant or non-immigrant, are
“transnational” because of the fact that they are constantly in touch with their friends and families
abroad. Thus, many transnational students have their lives simultaneously influenced and affected
by both their host countries and their countries of origin. Thus, in the succeeding paragraph, I set
out to define who transnational students are.
Vertovec (2009) explains transnationalism as a manifestation of globalization, and it entails
movement of people across borders so as to enhance their opportunities in terms of their social,
economic and educational lives. Therefore, a transnational student is typically a person pursuing
education in another country. Such a person may or may not harbor any intention to migrate
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permanently to the country where they are being educated. Transnational students are described
variously as students who are “internationally mobile” and “student-migrants” (Robertson, 2013).
While embarking on their educational pursuit, transnational students develop unique lifestyles that
can influence their language, knowledge acquisition and their literacy in general (Skerrett, 2015).
However, the experience of transnational students is typically messy as Shapiro (2015) contends
that “the rhetorics of digital literacies in the West coalesce to form a new ‘digital literacy myth,’
and have uneven material consequences on a global scale” (p. 1). Thus, the widely held perception
that digital literacy may be the saving grace of the digital divide becomes contestable (Shapiro,
2015) since transnational students have to keep abreast of the technological demands made of them
by their programs of study despite not having been exposed to technology like their counterparts
from Western or developed countries.
In the present study, a transnational student is considered as someone pursuing education
in a country other than their country of birth and who did not pursue their high school education
in the US, but is currently in the US to obtain a bachelor’s degree or any university-level diploma.
In the El Paso-Juarez area, where UTEP is located, although some students reside in Mexico and
cross the border to attend college in the US, they would not qualify as transnationals since some
of them are American citizens and have chosen to reside in Mexico. Also, despite residing in
Mexico, some of those students pursued their high school education in the US and would therefore
not count as transnationals for this study.
Transnational Students and Digital Literacy
Studies on transnational literacy tend to focus on topics of language diversity. Countless
number of these studies have sought to discredit notions of Single Language Ideology which tends
to bastardize the linguistic difference of transnationals (Horner, Lu, Royster, & Trimbur, 2011;

28

Davila, 2012; and Flores & Rosa, 2015). Studies by Canagarajah (2006) and Matsuda (2006) have
sought to debunk the myth of monolingualism and have asserted the existence of plurality in
language. There are however few studies that account specifically for digital literacy of
transnationals, and even fewer that focus on First-Year Composition students. Moore (2017), for
example, views digital literacy from the perspective of transnational students whom he calls
English Language Learners (ELLs) and attempts to describe the digital literacy practices of such
students. He states that his work “represents his attempts to better understand and address the
needs of ELLs regarding digital composing and composition practices” (p. 5). This, according to
the author is to explore how digital literacy preferences of students shape the way they compose
multimodally. A similar study is by Nogueron (2011) uses her dissertation to explore the digital
literacy practices of minority adult immigrant learners. Her study draws attention to how
transnationals in after-school and community-based programs utilize technology to navigate their
everyday lives. Through this study, the author notes that a lot of factors determine the participants’
choice and utilization of particular ICTs.
In Transnational Literate Lives in Digital Times, Berry, Hawisher and Selfe (2012) take
their readers into the digital lives of transnationals inside and outside the United States. This
seminal publication brings attention to how people across the world integrate digital literacy into
their daily lives. Using digital literacy narratives, the authors were able to unfurl the way digital
media affects the lives of their research participants who double as co-authors. Through this
publication, the authors bring to life the complex dynamics formed through the tensions between
local lives and global experiences, the two of which are bridged by digital media.
Scenters-Zapico (2010) and Ruecker (2012) followed with studies examining how border
crossing students acquired their digital literacies. The participants of Ruecker’s study were FYC
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students enrolled in two or four-year college programs in colleges along the border. The author
observed that several agents play varied roles in enabling or disabling students in acquiring digital
literacy especially in situations where students’ access to technology is challenged. Further,
Ruecker and Brunk-Chavez (2016) enrich our insight into the digital writing spaces of students in
the border region by describing technology used in writing, the type of learning space, level of
access, software, restrictions, etc. Indeed, Scenters-Zapico (2010), Ruecker (2012), and Ruecker
and Brunk-Chavez (2016), have laid a strong foundation to identify the interface between writing
and technology in the border region. Yet, the opportunity abounds for the digital literacy skills of
FYC and transnational students to be examined. Consequently, it is necessary to create a digital
literacy framework that will not only serve as basis for assessing students’ digital literacy
proficiency but also be infused into the FYC program to scaffold those in need.
Theoretical Framework
For the purposes of this study, I draw on five major theories and concepts of digital literacy.
They are (1) multiliteracies, (2) multimodal literacies, (3) Eshet-Alkalai’s digital literacy
framework, (4) Selfe’s & Hawisher’s (2004) technology gateways and (5) Brandt’s (1998) literacy
sponsorship. The first three of the theories are concerned with the nature of digital literacy and
how, in practical terms, it can be identified and implemented in the classroom. The last two focus
on the sociological factors that influence and impact the acquisition of digital literacy. Each of
these theories contribute to shape perspective from which the data that will be collected and
discussed. For instance, multiliteracies and multimodal theories inform the view of this study that
digital literacy constitutes a plethora of literacies and skills and that digital literacy is not
necessarily a single skill. Eshet-Alkalai’s digital literacy framework enable me to map out the
specific skill set that form digital literacy. To view digital literacy acquisition of all students
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comprehensively, it is necessary for the life trajectories of FYC students to be accounted for, so
literacy sponsorship and technological gateways will provide insights into the specific factors that
shaped this study’s participants’ acquisition of digital literacy. Each of the concepts will be
examined in the subsequent sections.
Multiliteracies and Multimodal Literacies
Since the latter part of the 20th century to date, the word literacy has become a heavily
loaded word. It is so loaded that there have now emerged the terms “literacies” (Gee, 2004) and
multiliteracy(ies) (NLG, 1996). For instance, the NLG, describe “a pedagogy of multiliteracies”
as the type that accounts for “culturally and linguistically diverse and increasingly globalized
societies, for the multifarious cultures that interrelate and the plurality of texts that circulate [as
well as] the burgeoning variety of text forms associated with information and multimedia
technologies” (p. 61). In short, multiliteracies recognize that hitherto so-called monolingual
societies are becoming increasingly diverse in terms of demography and modes of communication.
Consequently, scholars have made a strong case for a kind of holistic approach to digital literacy
(Selber, 2004) and a plurality of literacies (Lanshear & Knobel, 2008) to debunk a monolithic
perspective of digital literacy. With regards to this, Cope and Kalantzis (2009) note that there was
the need for the traditional form of literacy, which was basically centered on reading and writing,
to be supplemented by the ability to compose in a variety of modes.
Currently, there is a departure from a literacy approach that is instrumental in nature and
rests digital literacy solely at the doorstep of only computer science and technology. This, as
spelled out in Selber’s (2004) approach, is intended to ensure that digital literacy was not limited
to computer skills acquisition but also enable students and teachers to question technology as well
as be involved in its design. According to Selber (2004), students who are not exposed to the
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multilayered approach to digital literacy “will find it difficult to participate fully and meaningfully
in technological activities” (p. 24). Below, I discuss three literacies (which are functional, critical
and rhetorical) expatiated by Selber (2004) and then draw on the element that informs the present
study.
The first among Selber’s (2004) multiliteracies approach is functional literacy. In Selber’s
view, functional literacy views computers as tools that ought to be mastered by students and
teachers. The objective of a functional literacy is effective use of computers to accomplish specific
tasks and so someone is functionally literate if the person can employ computers to work. Selber
groups these tasks into five parameters which are educational goals, social convention, specialized
discourses, managements activities and technological impasses. Each of these parameters satisfy
an aspect of functional literacy ensuring that a computer user is not merely employing technology
to tackle everyday problems but is also able to appreciate and overcome the challenges that come
with it.
The second aspect of Selber’s (2004) multiliteracy approach is critical literacy. This views
computers as cultural artefacts which are potentially biased and are tools for enacting power. In
the first place, computers being regarded as products of culture exposes their subjectiveness and
non-neutral nature thereby lending themselves to critique. Thus, according to Selber (2004), a
critical literate will question the use of technology in educational settings and eschew the notion
that technology is free from ideology and power. This observation has been echoed by several
scholars from Selfe (1999) to DeVoss, Cushman and Grabill (2005) to the effect that students
should be made to appreciate the complex relationship between humans and machines and that
students should use computers reflectively. Selber’s (2004) observation about the political nature
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of technology is an echo of Winner (1980) who notes that “technical things can have political
qualities” thereby requiring users to employ technology critically.
Pertaining to rhetorical literacy, Selber (2004) attempts to integrate functional and critical
literacies in meaning-making. He states that “students who are rhetorically literate will recognize
the persuasive dimensions of human-computer interfaces and the deliberative and reflective
aspects of interface design, all of which is not a purely technical endeavor but a form of social
action” (p. 139). Thus, being cognizant of the complication wrought by technology in meaningmaking ultimately enhances one’s ability to design. This rationale informs Selber’s suggestion for
teachers of rhetoric to participate in teaching technology.
To effectively address what multimodal literacies are about, it is necessary to begin by
defining what constitutes multimodality. This term was first used with particular attention to
‘mode’ and so multimodality came to refer to the use of different semiotic modes or sign systems
to communicate (Kress & van Leeuwen, 2001). Multimodality therefore denotes the use of a
variety of signs such as alphabetic texts, gestures, speech, sounds, images, etc. to communicate.
At first, multimodal literacies came about because of a departure from preoccupation with “single,
exclusive and intensive focus on written language” (Kress & van Leeuwen, 2001) to an emphasis
on the advantages offered by new technologies in the classroom (NLG, 1996). Although since the
ancient times literacy by nature has technically been multimodal, for a very long time, the term
‘literacy’ merely referred to an ability to read and write. With multimodality, reading and writing
are construed in terms of three domains of literacy which are visuals, sound and video (Stewart,
2014).
Over the years, Kress and van Leeuwen (2001) have been observed to view multimodality
as an “additive art” by Hull and Nelson (2005, p. 225) who suggest multimodality as a braiding
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and orchestration whereby designers integrate different forms of sign systems to compose. This
view is supported by Shipka (2005) who states that multimodality is the “purposeful uptake,
transformation, incorporation, combination, juxtaposition, and even three-dimensional layering of
words and visuals—as well as textures, sounds, scents, and even tastes” (p. 279). Multimodality
has therefore assumed a very complex dimension since there exists technological affordances to
bring about an elegant incorporation of various semiotic resources to compose. For instance,
webpages are typical examples of discourses that incorporate different semiotic modes. On a
website, one is likely to find text, pictures, videos, audios, hypertext and hypermedia (Pauwels,
2012).
In spite of the multiple trajectories that literacy can possibly take, the present study gave a
particular focus to a literacy that recognizes the multiplicity of text forms and modes of
composition. In effect, the current study was in consonance with NLG (1996) who are mindful of
multiple literacies or multiliteracies and assume that literacy in the 21st century transcends reading
and writing and includes it being tailored to people of different socio-cultural backgrounds and the
ability to navigate multiple technologies to engage in multimodal discourses.
With the above noted, due to space and time constraints, the current study focused on
functional literacy as espoused by Selber (2004). The author suggests that functional literacy is
fundamental to other forms of literacy and so a study like the current one serves as a preliminary
endeavor to appreciate the digital literacy proficiency of FYC students. Functional digital literacy
is the bedrock upon which other forms of digital literacy are built since it is “the basic skills
required for users to operate effectively in digital environments” (Cihak, Wright, Smith, McMahon
& Kraiss, 2015). Moreover, since functional literacy is fundamental to the other elements of
Selber’s (2004) multiliteracy, this study advocates that it ought to be prioritized and be made to
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serve as the foundation upon which other aspects of digital literacies are built. Hence, the
Rhetorical Digital Literacy (RDL) approach proposed in Chapter Six focuses on functional
literacy. Indeed, this is the rationale behind my choice of Eshet-Alkalai’s digital literacy
framework, in the next section, to make sense of the digital literacy readiness of the FYC students.
Eshet-Alkalai’s Digital Literacy Framework
Owing to the fact that digital literacy entails a variety of skills, Eshet-Alkalai’s Digital
Literacy Framework accounts for and attempts to harness multiple skills in users of technology.
According to Eshet-Alkalai, the framework will “improve the understanding of the skills
encompassed by the term ‘digital literacy’, and provide designers of digital environments with
more precise guidelines for effective planning of learner-oriented digital work environments”
(Eshet, 2004: p. 94). Hence through the framework, we can pinpoint the specific skills that need
to be demonstrated for one to be considered digital literate. The skills in question are not just
technical computer skills, but also cognitive and sociological (Eshet-Alkalai & AmichaiHumberger, 2004; Eshet, 2004). Although Eshet-Alkalai contributed immensely to the creation of
the framework, he initiated the framework in a 2002 publication where it was a four-point one
made up of photo-visual literacy, reproduction literacy, lateral literacy and information literacy
(Eshet, 2002). In his 2004 work, Eshet-Alkalai revised the digital literacy framework to a fivepoint one to include socio-emotional literacy. Later a six-point framework developed by Aviram
and Eshet-Alkalai (2006) and Eshet-Alkalai (2012) updates the previous one. It is important to
note that each point in the framework emphasizes specific skill or literacy. Elements of the
framework are
1. Photovisual literacy
2. Reproduction literacy
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3. Branching literacy
4. Information literacy
5. Socioemotional literacy, and
6. Real-time thinking skill.
In the first place, photovisual literacy emphasizes the need for users of technology to think
and engage in communication with graphic-oriented forms of communication rather than
alphabetic text. Here, users need to work in digital environments like user interfaces which are
based on graphics as well as sounds and motion (Eshet, 2004). This form of literacy is needed
because of the reliance on images, icons and pictures on computer interfaces which promotes
visualization, enhance interactivity and minimizes the amount of time it takes to process
information (Eshet, 2002; Schneiderman, 2005). To be able to employ this skill, users require
synchronic literacy (Eshet, 2004) which will enable them to learn simultaneously from an
environment where meaning is created through a combination of different forms of media. The
essence of photovisual skills in the digital environment is that it will assist users to decode and
comprehend information that are presented in visual forms (Eshet-Alkalai & Amichai-Hamburger,
2004). For example, photo-visuals are employed in the creation of computer user interfaces as well
as instructions in games using symbols and icons.
The second skill is reproduction literacy. This refers to the ability to create art through a
modification of digital text, sounds and visuals. This form of literacy is a result of the unique
capability afforded by the digital environment in the form of copying, pasting and manipulating
all forms of media. The advent of this skill raises questions about the ethical use of information
and the boundaries within which someone reproducing information can operate. Nonetheless,
reproduction skills open a new door of possibilities where already existing forms of information

36

can be modified and reorganized to create different meanings. Eshet-Alkalai and AmichaiHamburger (2004) observe that reproduction literacy will be invaluable to writing and visual arts
where texts, images and sounds could be rearranged to create new meanings.
Appearing third in the framework is branching literacy which was previously referred to
as ‘lateral literacy’ (Eshet, 2002). Hypermedia fosters associative thinking which promotes flexible
cognition through multidimensional ways of knowing. One main skill that this calls for is the
ability to navigate the internet and hypermedia environments in a non-linear way. In contrast, in
non-hypermedia environments like books and text-based computer interfaces, learning takes place
linearly and sequentially, making cognition quite rigid. The relevance of branching literacy is that
it affords users some liberty in exploring the domains of knowledge online to create new ideas
from different sources which are accessed in non-sequential manner (Eshet-Alkalai & AmichaiHamburger, 2004). Moreover, elements of branching literacy like metaphoric thinking, being able
to mental models, using concept maps, etc. enables users not to be confounded by the profusion of
information or to get lost in cyberspace.
Fourth in the framework is information literacy. Here, users of technology are expected to
be critical with their utilization of information which they obtain online (Eshet, 2002). Information
literacy skill is described by Eshet-Alkalai & Amichai-Hamburger (2004) as the ability “to make
educated, smart information assessment” (p. 423) instead of just knowing how to search and locate
information. This sort of literacy ought to make users capable of detecting false and biased
information and discriminate between relevant and irrelevant information. Information literacy is
a crucial element of digital literacy because of the availability of unlimited amount of information
online.
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Socio-emotional literacy forms the fifth part of the framework. This mainly considers
ethical matters in online interaction and caters for how users will engage in effective exchanges
on online platforms. In a digital environment, a socio-emotional literate will interact with other
users in a civilized manner and conduct themselves in a dignified way. As well, being socioemotionally literate requires a user to make use of all the other digital literacies so that they would
not fall prey to trolls, hoaxes and malware (Eshet-Alkalai & Amichai-Hamburger, 2004).
The last part of the framework is real-time thinking skill. This skill has become relevant
today because of the affordances provided by computers and the internet for complex media-rich
information to be processed in real time in digital contexts. With this skill, one must be able to
process and assess huge chunks of data simultaneously. This is especially necessary in computer
games and online chats which call for the synchronization of a plethora of stimuli by being able to
change perspectives rapidly in a multimedia environment (Eshet-Alkalai & Chajut, 2009; Eshet,
2012).
Eshet-Alkalai’s Digital Literacy framework detailed above is of interest to the current study
because, first, it focuses on functional digital literacy. This study was limited to functional digital
literacy because it is a preliminary work into the digital literacy skills of FYC students, so it is best
to commence with the most fundamental of digital literacies which is the functional one. Secondly,
I am not using a framework like NCTE’s because it integrates functional and critical literacies
which go beyond the scope of this study. Lastly, the NCTE framework lacks detail as it largely
leaves intricacies to be determined by institutions. I therefore see it as a guide rather than a
framework. Instead, in this research I seek to understand the origins of students’ current digital
literacies, and to do this, I use the concepts of technological gateways and literacy sponsors.
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Technology Gateways
Technology gateways have to do with where people have access to literacy (ScentersZapico, 2010). The concept of technology gateways emanated from Selfe and Hawisher’s (2004)
Literate lives in the information age: Narratives of literacy from the United States in which they
defined technology gateways as “the places and situations in which people typically gain access
to computers for the purpose of practicing digital literacy” (p. 26). For example, four places which
usually serve as technological gateway are homes, schools, communities and workplaces. In
Scenters-Zapico (2010), the author includes software, video games, servers and digital cameras as
possible gateways to digital literacy. It is important to note that although these are the typical sites
where people acquire digital literacy, the nature of the experience vary from person to person. In
addition, technology gateways are influenced by such factors as race, class, student interest and
motivation, support, etc. (Selfe & Hawisher, 2004).
In Scenters-Zapico’s (2010) Generaciones, he accounts for two types of technology
gateways. They are public electronic gateways and cubbyhole gateways.

Public electronic

gateways are places where technological resources like computers, software and internet access
are available for public usage. Such places include schools, libraries and community centers. With
regards to cubbyhole gateway, it refers to low paying jobs that require their employees to use
computers or technology with minimal need for electronic literacy. According to Scenters-Zapico
(2010), these kinds of jobs do not make a lot of demands on the employers’ technological literacy
but present opportunities for them to learn to use technology in one way or the other. Apart from
these places of access, certain conditions define technology gateways. Hawisher and Selfe (2004)
note them as timing, motivation, fit, safety, resources, and appropriateness of equipment.
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Literacy Sponsorship
A myriad of dynamics come into play in the acquisition and appropriation of literacy. Key
among these is the role of sponsors. Literacy sponsorship is concerned with those who contributed
to people’s acquisition of literacy in order to gain something out of it. Brandt (1998) defines
sponsors as “any agents, local or distant, concrete or abstract, who enable, support, teach, model,
as well as recruit, regulate, suppress, or withhold literacy—and gain advantage by it in some way”
(p. 166). Viewed economically, literacy becomes a commodity traded by the sponsor in order to
benefit from the beneficiary. Common sponsors of literacy range from oneself to parents, family
members, teachers and members of our communities. Sponsors of literacy do so in order to gain
from the literacy of the sponsored.
Sponsors are those who allow or restrict people’s access to literacy physically, financially
or psychologically (Scenters-Zapico, 2010). In a physical way, a sponsor may enable someone to
have access to a location or device where one can use a computer. Financially, sponsors may decide
whether information technology is worth an investment or not and this may decide the fate of their
potential beneficiaries in terms of access. Next, what sponsors do psychologically is through the
way they motivate beneficiaries through their word of encouragement or discouragement about
the use of technology as this “can effect a lifelong positive or negative change on a learner”
(Scenters-Zapico, 2010: p. 21).
Although sponsors appear altruistic, it should be noted that they ultimately benefit in
diverse ways from their beneficiaries. Most sponsorships therefore are motivated by economic or
political benefits on the part of the sponsor as they “set the terms for access to literacy and wield
powerful incentives for compliance and loyalty” (Brandt, 1998; p. 167). Some sponsorships go
with what Brandt refers to as an “ideological freight” (p. 168) which tends to advance the interest

40

of the sponsor be it religious, economic or educational. In addition, despite the gains of sponsorship
being reciprocal, sponsors also earn some advantage by “direct repayment or, indirectly, by credit
of association” (p. 167). Brandt (1998) also indicates that the ultimate advantage sponsors gain
from their beneficiaries “emerges out of the jockeying and skirmishing for economic or political
advantage” (p. 169).
According to Brandt (1998) sponsorship potentially has implications for access to literacy,
standards of literacy and literacy appropriation. These mean that sponsors influence the place and
quality of access, and the skills or competencies which get emphasized in the curriculum given the
fact that standards are in constant flux. Regarding appropriation, beneficiaries ultimately determine
what they employ literacy for, and in the long run end up “diverting literacy” for their own
purposes. All these reveal that literacy sponsorship is influenced by a complex ecology of factors.
Dynamics like this may also influence the acquisition of digital literacy which is the purview of
the current study.
In advancing Brandt’s (1998) seminal work on sponsorship, studies like Tweedale (2018)
and Pavia (2013) have also examined how institutional and commercial entities provide or
constrain literacy among their beneficiaries while other authors like Webb-Sunderhaus (2007)
have examined how family members assumed the position of sponsors. Both Tweedale (2018) and
Pavia (2013) studied the impacts of multifaceted sponsorship on the use of digital devices and
spaces respectively. Particularly, Tweedale (2018) examines how users of a health tracking
technology like Fitbit employ metistic tactics to take advantage of the fitness technology.
To conclude, the theories and concepts that I have discussed thus far give insight into the
fact that digital literacy entails multiple skills. In this sense, when the present study poses the
question “With what kind of digital literacy skills do students enter the First-Year Composition
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classroom?” multiliteracies and multimodal literacies hint that literacy and digital literacy
constitute a multiplicity of skills which transcend linguistic skills like reading, listening, and
writing or a mere ability to operate a computer or related devices. Rather, literacy is considered to
include tailoring education to people of different socio-cultural backgrounds and the ability to
navigate multiple technologies to engage in discourses that call forth meaning-making in a plethora
of semiotic modes. Similarly, Eshet-Alkalai’s digital literacy framework outlined in this section
served as a baseline for integrating digital literacy into an FYC curriculum as it helped to pinpoint
the specific functional skills that need to be demonstrated for one to be considered as a digital
literate. Eshet-Alkalai’s framework complements digital literacy frameworks like NCTE’s by
fleshing out the functional elements in those forms of digital literacies making it a suitable
framework for a preliminary study like the current one.
It is evident that digital literacies are connected to a myriad of sociocultural, economic,
political variables (Selfe & Hawisher, 2004). Therefore, the concepts, literacy sponsorship and
technology gateways, enhanced a richer understanding of the ecological factors which influenced
the acquisition of digital literacy among FYC students. These two concepts enriched the way the
challenges FYC students faced were appreciated since the paths to digital literacy are multiple,
complex and intertwined. Specifically, the two enabled the tracking of the persons and locales
that influenced the acquisition of the digital literacy of all students in the FYC class.
Conclusion
In this chapter, I put the study in context by exploring some underlying issues that inform
it as well as delving into its conceptual and theoretical basis. There are few takeaways from this
chapter. The first is that digital literacy entails a complex network of literacies, skills or
proficiencies. Hence, this study subscribes to multiliteracies and multimodal literacies as
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characteristic of 21st century skills. Secondly, several governmental and non-governmental
agencies have made attempts to develop frameworks that will aid the transmission of digital
literacy skills to students at various levels of education. Eshet-Alkalai’s digital literacy framework
constitutes one of the few attempts by academics to make sense of the cornucopia of skills deemed
to entail digital literacy and therefore serving as a useful benchmark for not only assessing the
functional digital literacy proficiency of students, but also informing the integration of digital
literacy into the curriculum of FYC. In the next chapter, I lay out the methods and methodologies
I deployed to obtain and analyze data of the study.
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Chapter Three: Methodology
Introduction
In this chapter, I describe how I approached the present study. I begin by situating this
study into the pragmatic research paradigm and specifying it as mixed methods research that
combines qualitative approaches with quantitative ones. After this, I describe participant
recruitment and implementation and analysis methods. The chapter ends with a brief explanation
of the study’s limitations and my biases.
Research Design
This study follows a pragmatic research paradigm which accepts the implementation of a
methodology that aligns well with the purpose of a research. On the continuum of research
paradigms, the pragmatic one serves as a bridge between the structured and more analytical
research of postpositivism and the liberal and naturalistic approaches of constructivism (Kaushik
& Walsh, 2019; Creswell, 2013; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). Thus, the pragmatic paradigm
dwells on what works best based on the research problem at hand.
Following the pragmatic approach, the research design I employed was mixed methods. A
mixed methods research design attempts to understand a problem or research question by
collecting and analyzing data through a combination of qualitative and quantitative procedures
(Creswell, 2012). This method is employed in situations where neither qualitative nor quantitative
methods alone could adequately answer the research problem. The present study used a survey to
obtain data about FYC student’s digital literacy proficiency as well as relevant participant
demographic data. The study also used semi-structured interviews to collect in-depth data about
the participants’ digital literacy knowledge and experiences.
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Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) list the following as different iterations of the mixed
methods research: convergent parallel, explanatory sequential, exploratory sequential, embedded,
transformative and multiphase designs. These are reduced into three core designs which are
explanatory sequential, exploratory sequential, and convergent designs (Creswell & Plano Clark,
2011 as cited in Guettierman & Fetters, 2018). The explanatory sequential starts with a quantitative
data collection and analysis and is followed-up in the second phase with a qualitative data and
analysis to make sense of the former. The exploratory sequential is a converse of the exploratory
sequential in that it commences with qualitative data, and analysis is eventually supported by
quantitative ones. Lastly, the convergent parallel design employs both qualitative and quantitative
methods in data collection and analysis concurrently. The present study took the last approach,
the convergent parallel, because I gave priority to both quantitative and qualitative methods as I
used quantitative data to corroborate qualitative data and analysis and vice versa.
My choice of the convergent parallel approach in this study was determined by three
factors: (1) the nature of the research questions, (2) data collection and (3) data analysis. First of
all, the research questions are such that they demand both qualitative and quantitative answers to
support each other. The research questions inquire about the specific digital literacy skills students
possess and probe into issues like the people and places that contributed to students’ acquisition
of the skills. The nature of the questions affected the instruments used to obtain the data which
were survey and semi-structured interviews. Also, through this design, I analyzed the responses to
close-ended questions from the survey and to the interview questions in parallel. In this sense, I
used data from both the survey and the interview to support each other whenever I found it
necessary. Particularly, I created tables, charts and generated simple statistical data like frequency
counts from both the survey and interview data as I answered the research questions in Chapters
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Four and Five. Thus, my use of the convergent parallel approach enabled me to create an
interactive relationship between quantitative and qualitative methods concurrently with both
enjoying similar levels of priority (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011),
Research Participants
This study was interested in all students who are taking their First-Year Composition
classes, RWS 1301 and RWS 1302, at The University of Texas at El Paso (UTEP). Students
included in the study were voluntary participants from six FYC classes which were the total
number of FYC classes in session in June, or the first summer session, of 2020. While most of
these students were likely U.S. citizens or permanent residents, it was expected that a sample of
these students would include those with transnational ties.
My interest in transnational students comes from my own experiences and those of my
fellow international students with technology. Thus, I wanted to assess the differences and
similarities between transnational students and their non-transnational counterparts in terms of
how they acquired digital literacy skills. That said, for the purposes of this study, I was most
interested in the experiences of students from countries most different from the US. My particular
focus was on students from developing countries which, according to the WFP, lag on the Network
Readiness Index (NRI) with a rank of 4.0 or less on the NRI. In this case, responses of non-US
participants outside this category were not considered in the comparison. Incidentally, the
transnational students who participated in both the survey and the interview originated from
countries with low rank on the NRI. The transnational students who were used for this comparison
were students who did not complete their high school education in the US, were on F1 or J1 visas,
and still maintained strong ties to their countries of citizenship. These students are classified by
the university as international students. I anticipated that understanding how undergraduate
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students with such background compare with their counterparts in America in relation to digital
literacy skills and manner of acquisition will be instrumental in shaping how digital literacy is
integrated into FYC.
Before proceeding, a little spotlight on FYC classes at UTEP will help contextualize the
present study. FYC classes at UTEP typically comprise students from diverse backgrounds as they
are made up of undergraduate students with a higher proportion being freshmen and sophomore
(See Table 3.3 for details on this study’s participants). While most of these students are American
citizens who completed their high school education in the US, a good number of the students are
transnationals who routinely cross the US-Mexico border or reside in the US (Refer to Table 3.0
below for data on first-time undergraduate applicants of UTEP and the percentage of accepted
applicants that enrolled in fall semesters of 2019 and 2020).

Table 3.0: First-time Undergraduate Applicant, Acceptance, and Enrollment Information for Fall
2019 and Fall 2020 at UTEP
Ethnicity

Applied
Fall
Fall
2019
2020

Accepted
Fall
Fall 2019
2020

Enrolled of Total
Texas Accepted
Fall
Fall 2019
2020

White

476

617

100.0%

100.0

23.7%

19.1%

African American

331

463

100.0%

99.8%

26.0%

16.9%

9,627

11,380

100.0%

100.0%

31.2%

26.2%

95

129

100.0%

100.0%

23.2%

18.6%

International

282

331

100.0%

100.0%

45.4%

26.9%

Other

183

221

100.0%

99.5%

29.5%

26.8%

Total

10,994

13,141

100.0%

100.0%

30.9%

25.5%

Hispanic
Asian

Source: Adapted from Texas Higher Ed Data by Texas Higher Education
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I used the following strategies to contact students. First, I sought permission through an
email from the Director of First-Year Composition at UTEP to allow me to approach the instructors
of six FYC classes to permit me to verbally speak to the students in their classes to request them
to participate in the study. Since each FYC class contains at least 20 students, this gave me a
possible of pool 140 to 160 students, including my own FYC class, to participate in the study. I
then followed this up with emails requesting the students to volunteer to respond to the survey on
the QuestionPro platform. Before proceeding with the survey, the participants were asked to
complete an informed consent form approved by the Institutional Review Board of UTEP. Due to
the possibility of high attrition rate and non-participation among undergraduate participants, the
survey targeted 40 students, which is 25% of the of the 160 pool of students, and all survey
participants were invited at the end to participate in follow-up interviews. In all, I intended to
interview between 10 and 15 of the participants while expecting between three or four students
having transnational connections.
Initially, I wanted to conduct the interviews at the University Writing Center (UWC) inside
the UTEP Library at times convenient to me and the student participants and as indicated on
schedule at the end of the survey. However, due to the onset of the Covid-19 lockdown which led
to the closure of UTEP campus, I revised the IRB study protocol and conducted the interviews
online via Blackboard Collaborate, a video chat feature in the Blackboard Learn learning
management program. To encourage participation in the interview, participants were offered $25
Amazon gift cards upon completion of the interview and this was stated in the recruitment email.
In spite of this, only 10 out of 43 survey participants volunteered for the interview. Details on this
are in the section below on data collection.
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Data Collection
The two instruments used to obtain data were survey and interview. I explain how I implemented
these subsequently.
Survey
In Measuring Digital Skills: From Digital Skills to Tangible Outcomes Project Report, Van
Deursen, Helsper and Eynon (2014) outline three basic methods of obtaining data to investigate
internet skills. The methods are, first, surveys that inquire from participants the kind of tasks they
engage in, second, performance tests in controlled or laboratory settings and, lastly, surveys that
request participants to do self-assessments about their skills. The authors point out that while the
first method is ideal for large scale studies and can gather some indirect evidence about
participants’ command over some skills, the relationship between use and participant skills
becomes fuzzy. Concerning performance tests in controlled settings, Litt (2013) report that “they
have high validity and provide robust accounts of human behavior” (p. 619) since it enables
researchers to observe their subjects perform specific tasks for their commands over skills to be
observed. Nonetheless, the authors opine that this second method is costly and time-consuming
and unsuitable for large-scale population-wide studies. This leaves us with the third method in
which participants are made to evaluate their own skills. Van Deursen et al (2014) note that this
method is commonly used because it can pose many questions on a wide range of skills. Also, it
enjoys advantages like being carried out in a short time, simple scoring, fast processing and
affordability. Although self-assessment surveys are known to make participants overrate or
underrate their skills (Merrit, Smith & Renzo, 2005; Van Deursen, Helsper & Eynon, 2014), I
adopted that method for this study because of the population, the timeframe of the study and the
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kind of participants being targeted. The self-assessment survey therefore focused on collecting a
wide range of information.
The survey was administered online through QuestionPro to afford the participants some
flexibility in terms of where and when they can respond to the questions. In collecting the data
through the survey, I sent recruitment emails to all students in the FYC classes whose instructors
I approached to recruit for the study. The email contained a link to the survey which, when clicked,
opened a page on the QuestionPro platform for students to commence the survey. This first page
on the QuestionPro website contained the informed consent form which the participant was
requested to read. The informed consent form stated the purpose of the study, the duration of the
survey, the fact that the study posed no risk to participants, their ability to discontinue if they
deemed it necessary and, at the end of the page, they were required to check an agreement box and
click a “Submit” button. Upon doing this, the first page of the survey opened for them to proceed
with answering the questions. The last question item in the survey requested from the participants
whether they were willing to take part in the follow up interview and, if they clicked “Yes” to
indicate their approval, they were prompted to enter their email addresses and select one of optional
items from a table which contains dates and times they interview was to take place. The schedule
allowed for 10 minutes to elapse between interviews. Obtaining the survey data through
QuestionPro enabled me to analyze the data using the QuestionPro platform which provided such
affordance.
Questions in the survey were both open-ended and close-ended. I used close-ended
questions because they were easy to code and to assign numerical value to the responses
(Creswell, 2012). The close-ended questions were made up of the following types: multiple
choice, Likert scale, and dichotomous questions. The multiple-choice questions required
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respondents to select one or more answers from given options. For instance, when asking
students about their academic level, I gave them the following options: A. Freshman B.
Sophomore C. Junior D. Senior. With regards to the Likert scale, I adapted Spitzberg’s (2006)
computer-mediated communication competence scale which comprises declarative statements
followed by four comments that indicate various levels of agreement or disagreement. Here, the
respondents did a self-assessment of their own digital literacy proficiency based on the options
they selected. For instance, in Part Two of the survey, item A (4) which stated “I am able to tell
the functions all icons on my computer screen perform” was followed by the following options:
A) Not at all true of me B. Not very true of me C. Neither true or untrue of me D. Mostly true of
me E. Very true of me F. I do not understand what you mean by that.
Most of the close-ended questions solicited from the respondents information pertaining
to their demography and their knowledge about information communication technology. The
questions on students’ demographic data found out about their countries of origin, age range, and
their majors at the university. Other close-ended questions elicited from the participants their
knowledge and skills on digital literacy. These questions were based on Eshet-Alkalai’s digital
literacy framework. That framework constitutes six skills which mainly entail functional literacies
as follows: (1) photovisual literacy, (2) reproduction literacy, (3) branching literacy, (4)
information literacy, (5) socioemotional literacy and (6) real-time thinking skill. There were only
three open-ended questions in the survey and these questions requested participants to state their
challenges with digital skills as well as what they deemed as their strengths.
In all, questions in the self-assessment survey and the interview guide solicited from the
respondents to indicate the extent to which they possessed the competencies outlined in EshetAlkalai’s framework. Put clearly, I intended to use the survey primarily to enquire from the
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students their level of proficiency in digital literacy. Through this I wanted to check whether they
were cognizant of their own digital literacy skills. Some of the survey questions asked about the
kind of functional digital literacy skills they possessed. Such skills include typing, ability to
navigate computer interfaces, online composition, and creating multimedia content like videos,
audio editing and composition, etc.
Overview of the Survey and its Participants. In all, 44 respondents participated in the survey
and 43 completed the entire survey while one opted out by selecting “No” on the participant
consent form. Since answering “Yes” was required for one to view the rest of the survey, the
participant who answered “No” was automatically shown the “Thank You” page and they could
not continue to answer the rest of the questions. The survey participants were asked to report three
demographic variables which were age, countries of citizenship and their current academic level.
Data on the survey participants’ age is displayed in Table 3.1 below:
Table 3.1: Age of Participants
18-20

25

58.13%

21-23

8

18.60%

24-26

1

2.32%

27 and above

9

20.93%

43

100%

Total

What the table above indicates is that most of the participants were born between the mid-1990s
and the early 2000s. People within this age range in the US are referred to as digital natives since
they grew up at a time when there was a proliferation of not just computers but digital devices like
cell phones, videos games and a greater level of access to the internet (Prensky, 2001; Palfrey &
Gasser, 2008). So, based on the age of the participants, I surmised that most participants might
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have gained an appreciable level of digital literacy prior to enrolling in their First-Year
Composition (FYC) classes.
Aside from age, because this study has an interest in digital literacy acquisition among
transnational students of FYC, the survey requested participants to indicate their countries of
citizenship. The participants of the study reported to be citizens of three countries as shown in the
following table:
Table 3.2: Citizenship of Participants
Country

Frequency

Percentage

1. Kenya

1

2.32%

2. Mexico

6

13.95%

36

83.72%

43

100%

3. United States
Total

As can be seen in table above, unsurprisingly, almost all participants (37 of 44) were citizens of
the United States while six were from Mexico and one came from Kenya. Since one purpose of
this study was to compare the experiences of transnational students with their US counterparts, it
was expected that the participants could have been more diverse to enrich its findings. Of the ten
interview participants four were transnational students with three from Mexico and one from
Kenya, while the other six were from the US (Refer to chapter five for more on this).
The third type of demographic data obtained from the survey participants was academic
level. This was to understand the academic background of those enrolled in the FYC class. Table
3.3 below displays data on students’ academic level.
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Table 3.3: Participant Academic Level
Academic level

Frequency

Percentage

Freshman

13

30.23%

Sophomore

20

46.51%

Junior

6

13.95%

Senior

4

9.30%

Other

0

0.00%

Total

43

100%

The academic level of the survey participants as shown on Table 3.3 indicates that the participants
were at different stages of their bachelor’s education. It should also be noted that freshmen don’t
always attend college straight after high school. Some students might be returning to continue their
education after a hiatus. Diversity in students’ academic background. Diversity in students’
academic background was expected because the survey took place between June and July 2020
from the beginning up to towards the end of the first session of summer classes, which means they
were not all going to be first-semester freshmen. The variation in academic levels of the FYC
students impacted the findings of the study in the sense that the participants’ encounter with digital
literacy had some influences at the college level. To control for this impact, most of the questions
in the survey and the interview were asked in the past and the respondents were encouraged to, as
much as possible, limit their accounts to their pre-college experiences with technology.
Semi-structured Interviews
With the semi-structured interviews, I wanted to find out from the participants how they
acquired digital literacy and whether they had challenges in carrying out tasks in the FYC
classroom when such tasks demanded their digital literacy. The semi-structured interview enabled
me to ask follow-up questions that deepened my understanding of the functional digital literacy
skills of students as they emerged from the survey. The semi-structured interview also offered
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important details that enabled me to explore if there were any variations among participants
depending on their countries of origin. Lastly, through the semi-structured interview, I was able to
link demographic information about participants like their countries of origin, their academic
classification and others to their digital literacy narratives since the anonymity of the survey made
it difficult to link the data gathered to interview participants.
Students who opted to partake in the interview were sent links to meet up with me via
Blackboard Collaborate at the time they chose. On the average, each interview lasted about 20 and
30 minutes. Before each interview commenced, the participants were requested to read and agree
to an informed consent form which stated that they were participating in the interview voluntarily,
that they had the right to withdraw from the interview at any stage and that they agreed to the
interview being audio recorded. Even though Blackboard Collaborate has video conferencing
capability, I gave the interview participants the option not to turn on their cameras since the audio
sufficed. Among the ten total number of interviewees, only one activated their video.
During the interview, the participants were asked prepared questions to answer while I took
notes on my note pad and audio recorded the responses on my iPad, and my phone as a backup.
After the interview, the responses were transcribed. To protect the identity of the participants, the
transcripts were stripped of any identifying information and pseudonyms were employed. The
transcribed data was manually coded to identify themes and subthemes that emerged from the
responses for each question and follow up questions.
Data Analysis
Quantitative Data
Since this study is mixed-methods one, some of the data of this study were analyzed
quantitatively while others were analyzed qualitatively. The data that were analyzed quantitatively
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were mostly the responses that the participants provided to the close-ended questions in the survey.
These analyses were automatically generated by the QuestionPro platform as tables and bar charts
to represent various aspects of the data. Additionally, from the interviews, I made a frequency
count of participant country of origin, digital literacy sponsors, technological gateways as well as
their strengths and weaknesses in digital literacy skills based on participant responses to various
questions. From participant responses, I created pie charts to represent participant digital literacy
strengths and challenges.
Qualitative Data
Qualitative analysis was carried out for the open-ended questions in the survey as well as
the interview responses. Since the close-ended responses to the survey questions were already
written down, the first step I took to analyze the interview responses was transcription. With this,
I played back each interview on my iPad and listened to familiarize myself with the content. I then
transcribed each interview manually using the denaturalized method which is favored by
researchers who seek informational content of interview rather than the naturalized one which is
preferred by conversational analysts who seek phonetic and acoustic details like length of pauses
and other speech patterns (Oliver, Serovich, & Mason, T., 2005). I therefore paid less attention to
pauses, hesitations and repetition of expressions like “You know” which did not affect meaning of
the content.
After the transcription, I once again played each interview to ensure I accurately captured
every speaker and corrected mistakes if there were any. I placed three dots in brackets like this
(…) in places where I could not hear the speaker after listening to the speech several times on both
my iPad and the phone. I indicated turning-taking in the transcripts between the interviewees and
myself by arranging, questions, responses and follow-up questions in dialogue forms like below:
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Question 7: Do you have any challenges with Blackboard or any other software/or learning
platforms used in this university or recommended by your RWS instructor?
Alby: No, I do not.
Stephen: So, you have no problem whatsoever with regards to … OK, I think that’s it. I wanted
to find out how they affect your ability to accomplish tasks. Does it mean that you’re able
to do everything on Blackboard without any problem, without any hassle?
Alby: I think the only thing is I’m still learning how to use it because I am a freshman so I am
not 100% with it. That will be it. It’s not really too difficult to me.
Stephen: So far, you’re able to do everything with it without any challenge?
Alby: Yes.
The illustration above comes from the interview with the fifth participant. Here I asked the seventh
question on the guide and, when the answer from the interviewee appeared brief, I wanted to tease
out more information from them so I clarified and asked follow up questions. Therefore, in the
transcription I captured all turn-taking between myself and the interviewees to indicate how
answers were brought forth by the participants.
Like the interview transcription, coding was also done manually to make me more familiar
with the data. To do this, I carefully followed Saldana’s (2009) approach to coding which
suggested that the first decision one had to make in this regard was the amount of the corpus one
had to focus on for the purposes of the coding. Saldana (2009) recommended that novice
researchers and researchers who deal with a small corpus ought to code all their data so as not to
miss any relevant information. Since I considered my data not to be that voluminous, I decided to
code it entirely. The first step in doing this was to create a table for the responses given by
participants to every question I asked in the interview including follow-up questions. Each
interview question was coded differently using initial or open coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1998)
where I attempted to identify initial themes. I then grouped the themes into categories to form axial
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codes. Depending on the question posed, where necessary, I coded for relationship of respondents
to persons mentioned, places where digital literacy was acquired, technologies used, etc. While
some of these codes were emergent, others were determined by the theoretical framework of the
study which directed me to look out for types of digital literacies as well as people and places
where digital literacy was acquired. To make it easier for identification, I color-coded the codes
using the highlighting feature in my word processor to put them in categories. The table below
shows how I went about open-coding interview question 9 (b) which asked the participants to state
the digital literacy skill in which they were weak:
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Table 3.4: Responses and Codes to Interview Question 9 (b)

Respondent

Response

CODE

Interview One
(Thomas)

That’s a hard question because I only have use Word and
Excel… I would like to learn how to use Adobe. More
essentially, I know the Adobe will help me out more... in
editing sound or video. I think if I take time to do it like I will
learn how to use Word more effectively. There are some tips
and tricks that I do not know yet. Also navigating the

Strength: Word
processing
Photo
editing/graphic
designing

computer beyond Word and Excel. […] There are advantages
I haven’t taken yet.
Interview Two
(Paulo)

Technology-wise, I would say, to learn more about software.
Maybe the apps used as well. Just the software in general

Navigational

with HPs, Macs and things like that to see the different things
computers can do. I think that will be something I will like to
learn about technology.
Interview Three
(Courtney)

Definitely Excel, like I said. That or photography or
Photoshopping. I’m not very good at Photoshopping from
photography and I’d love to learn how to do—basically if I
took photos of my own family, I would love to learn how to

Spreadsheets,
photo
editing/graphic
designing

edit it.
Interview Four
(Yasmine)

Spreadsheets.
Stephen: What about it that you find hard?
Yasmine: I always get confused because I know that you can
do—like in the columns—you can make them titled and then
how if you do it right you can have them add up like more
and more. I can get confused a lot on that part. But if I just
need to put something in like easy like just organize it, I can
just do that but it’s the fancier version that I’m a little not that
good.
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Spreadsheets:
using formulas,
advanced
features

Interview Five
(Alby)

I would say iMovie just because I am not 100% good at it but
Video editing:
iMovie

I am improving on it.

In Table 3.4 above, I show curated answers for five participants in the interview to question 9 (b).
In the table, four unique codes were generated to describe the type of application students
considered they needed improvement in. The codes were spreadsheets (blue), photo
editing/graphic designing (violet), interface navigation (green) and video editing (yellow).
Spreadsheets, photo editing and video editing were axially coded as reproductive literacies while
navigational skill was axially coded as photovisual literacy based on Eshet-Alkalai’s framework.
Thus, all answers mentioned by participants indicated one or more of these skills as their weakness.
I used the colors for highlighting purposes to enable me easily recognize the skills.
Answering the Research Questions
The first research question which asks, “With what kind of digital literacy skills do FirstYear Composition student enter the classroom?” was answered through participant responses to
the self-assessment survey and the interview questions. This question explored how functional
digital literacy skills based on Eshet-Alkalai’s digital literacy framework was possessed by the
participants. The questions in the self-assessment survey and the interview required participants to
indicate the extent to which they possessed those skills prior to enrolling in the FYC class. To
avoid confusing participants, in the interview and the survey, I broke down each of these skills
into easily-identifiable tasks and scenarios for the participants to report about them. For instance,
in the survey, to tease out information about participants photovisual literacy, I made the statement
“I was able to tell the functions of all icons on my computer screen” to which they were to respond
“Not at all true of me”, “Not true of me”, Neither true or untrue of me, “Mostly true of me” or
“Very true of me”. In the follow up interview, my understanding about students’ reproductive
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literacy, for instance, was broadened through the participants responses to a question like
“Describe how you created a website or a blog”.
In analyzing answers to questions based on the first research question, I used the
QuestionPro platform to create tables, bar graphs and pie charts to present findings about the extent
to which participants possessed those skills. Responses to the interview questions were first open
coded and axially coded based on Eshet-Alkalai’s six-point digital literacy framework (which are
photovisual, reproductive, branching, information, socio-emotional, and real-time thinking skills).
In presenting the findings, I used the survey data to complement the interview responses.
Research questions 2 and 3 were answered through qualitative means buttressed by the
quantitative data from the survey. Based on responses to the semi-structured interview questions,
I attempted to make sense of participants’ life trajectories and digital literacy journeys. Here, I
endeavored to take note of the origins of the participants as well as the digital literacy skills they
possessed at what time in their lives. I also accounted for their technological gateways as well as
their literacy sponsors. To get answers to question 2, for instance, I asked the participants in the
survey to state who they considered to be influential in their acquisition of digital literacy. For
deeper understanding, I followed up on this in the semi-structured interview with questions about
why the participants considered such persons influential. In answering research question 2, I
created tables to represent the survey findings and I coded the interview responses to account for
the ways the participants were assisted in terms of technologies and facilities provided.
To find answers to the third research question, I obtained data from the surveys, and
interviews. Information on these data sources were coded using open coding, axial coding and
selective coding from grounded theory (Straus & Corbin, 1998). With the open coding, I identified
key concepts and ideas that, first, relate to the means students navigate technology as students
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participate in the FYC class. Secondly, I identified those concepts which had to do with the specific
challenges that students encountered with technology as they took part in FYC. The axial coding
and selective coding enabled me to ensure some rigor in the coding process while helping to
synthesize my findings (Bryant & Charmaz, 2019). With the axial codes, I categorized the
strengths and weaknesses using Eshet-Alkalai’s digital literacy framework.
With research question 4, I obtained data through the survey and the semi-structured
interview. I created tables to compare non-transnational students with their transnational
counterparts from developing countries in terms of digital literacy skills they consider to possess
prior to enrolling in the FYC class. In addition, I identified through a personal reflection any
differences and similarities with regards to digital literacy sponsorships and gateways as well as
digital proficiency challenges they faced in the FYC class.
The last research question was intended to ascertain any implications the study may have
pertaining to FYC pedagogy in view of the digital literacy skills, technological gateways, and
student challenges and weaknesses with technology. By so doing, the digital literacy skills that
need to be embedded in the FYC pedagogy were suggested and how that will be implemented in
the FYC class was discussed in Chapter Six.
Biases and Limitations of the Study
That the present study proceeded from certain theoretical standpoints and methodological
approaches inhibited its scope. Due to this I admit that not all considered to be elements of digital
literacy were factored into this study. Hence, “digital literacy” which is a singular noun term
constituted an assortment of skills or literacies as defined by Eshet-Alkalai. This study was
concerned with functional digital literacy (Selber, 2004), and my interest was in the literacies that
students of FYC possessed prior to enrolling in FYC. Functional digital literacy was the main
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concern because the study serves as a preliminary undertaking to mapping out the digital literacy
skills of FYC students due to the current gap in FYC literature. Also, functional literacy serves as
baseline skill when accounting for digital literacy (Selber, 2004) and so, to describe the digital
literacy of FYC students, it was essential to commence from it. With regards to this study’s
methods, I want to reiterate that the self-assessment survey remained limiting in painting a picture
of the students’ digital literacy proficiency despite the concurrent use of the semi-structured
interview to support the survey data. Instruments like observation and digital literacy tests have
the potential to yield more insightful results as student participants may demonstrate their skills to
the researcher.
This study is motivated by two main factors: my arduous effort to acquire digital literacy
in the midst of overwhelming limitations, as the opening narrative in Chapter One hints, and my
observations of challenges some transnational students encounter with technology in the FYC class
in the US. I therefore have a firsthand experience of some of the constrictions transnational
students from developing countries encounter as they navigate technology-dependent courses like
FYC as well as the measures some employ to ameliorate the situation. Nonetheless, the methods
deployed to obtain data limits it quite considerably in the sense that its findings may not be
generalizable to all students from developing countries. What explains this situation is that the
target population of the study are from highly diverse backgrounds, and their modes of digital
literacy acquisition can likewise be variegated. This situation is presented in the data analysis in
Chapters Four and Five where I indicate that the participants in both the survey and the interview
reported to have originated from 3 different countries: the US, Mexico and Kenya. Therefore, the
transnational experiences described in this study mainly reflect that of students with ties to Mexico
and Kenya.
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In spite of the concerns above, in the current study, I accounted for not only the digital
literacy skills possessed by the participants but I also synthesized the participants’ lived
experiences so as to gain deep insight about how they acquired their digital literacy skills. All in
all, the findings of the present study serve as a springboard in finding ways of imparting digital
literacy to assist not only transnational FYC students but also all who enroll in the course.
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Chapter Four: Mapping Digital Literacy Skills of FYC Students
Introduction
In this chapter, I answer the first research question: With what kind of digital literacy skills
do First-Year Composition (FYC) students enter the composition classroom? Therefore, I mainly
explore the digital literacy skills which the participants reported to possess prior to enrolling in the
FYC class. In line with answering the research question, I am going to account for how the FYC
students created digital content, navigated digital environments, related with others users in online
spaces, among others. This chapter therefore gives in-depth discussion of the extent to which the
participants of the study possess various functional digital literacy skills based on Eshet-Alkalai’s
digital literacy framework. In the conclusion of this chapter I point out that the FYC student
participants were diverse in terms of their digital literacy proficiency. I therefore suggest parity to
be brought among students through infusing digital literacy into FYC pedagogy.
Digital Literacy Skills of First-Year Composition Students
One of the main purposes of this study was to identify the specific digital literacy skills
that students of FYC enter the composition classroom with. This objective was framed in the first
research question of the study as “With what kind of digital literacy skills do first-year college
students enter the First-Year Composition (FYC) classroom?” I posed this research question in
response to repeated calls by numerous rhetoric and composition scholars for the teaching and
learning of digital literacy to be integral to FYC pedagogy (e.g. Selber, 2004; Yancey, 2004; and
Moore, et al. 2016). To appreciate the gamut of skills that digital literacy brings to bear, I employed
the digital literacy framework espoused by Eshet-Alkalai—which has gone through various
modifications since its proposal by Eshet (2002) and Eshet-Alkalai and Amichai-Hamburger
(2004) –to account for the various types of skills, which the author refers to as “literacies,” that a
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digitally literate person can possess. The skills are as follows: photovisual literacy, reproduction
literacy, branching literacy, information literacy, socio-emotional literacy, and real-time thinking
skills. I assessed each of these skills with questions in the survey as well as the follow up semistructured interview. The survey employed Spitzberg’s (2006) scale which was utilized as a selfassessment tool to check the confidence level of students concerning the specific skills about which
questions were asked. The semi-structured interview also contributed deep insights into how the
students used those skills. The accounts the participants gave about their use of various digital
literacy skills was based on their recent experiences as primarily first or second year college
students. Given that not all participants were freshmen, some had likely engaged in digital literacy
tasks in other college-level courses. In the following sections, I account for each digital literacy
skill based on the responses given to the survey and the interview.
Photovisual Literacy
Graphic-oriented computer interfaces were preceded by text-based ones requiring a user’s
mastery of commands to navigate a computer interface. Eshet (2002) states that, while text-based
interfaces like DOS operating system demanded a high level of cognitive mediation, picture-based
operating systems needed low cognitive mediation level. However, graphical operating systems
needed users to master less-abstract forms of reading like computer icons to navigate digital
environments. This form of literacy is what is referred to as “photovisual literacy.” Concerning
this literacy, I asked the participants the extent to which they comprehended visuals on computer
interfaces. The questions mainly focused on functions of icons on the computer interfaces, word
processors, and the interfaces of phones and video games. Reactions of the participants are
presented in the table below:
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Table 4.1: Photovisual Literacy
Skill/Indicator

Knowledge
about
the
functions of
icons
Functions of
icons in a
word
processor
Identification
of symbols on
computer,
phone
and
video games

Not at all
true of me

Not very true
of me

Neither true
or untrue of
me

Mostly true of
me

Very true of
me

Total
Count

Count

%

Count

%

Count

%

Count

%

Count

%

1

2.33

3

6.98

2

4.65

18

41.86

19

44.19

43

1

2.27

5

11.36

3

6.82

20

45.45

15

34.09

44

0

0.00

3

6.82

3

6.82

19

43.18

19

43.18

44

Most of the respondents were generally positive about their photo-visual literacy in terms of icon
identification and function. The first column of Table 4.1 under indicator/skill shows reactions to
the statement “I was able to tell the functions all icons on my computer screen perform.” The
number of participants who chose “Very true of me” and “Mostly true of me” respectively is
indicative of a high level of confidence about what the symbols on the computer screens
performed.
Nonetheless, when the next question inquired about students understanding of icons in a
specific application, the word processor, the results were not the same. The third row of Table 4.1
above presents information on whether the respondents knew about the functions of icons in their
word processors. Compared with responses to the question on the general functions of icons on
the computer, seven fewer participants chose “Very true of me” and “Mostly true of me”
suggesting that some of the students were not confident about the functions of the icons in their
word processors. This fact is supported by the increase to five the number of students who selected
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“Not at all true of me” as compared to three in the previous question. A word processor like
Microsoft Word has about eight main menus with each embedded with about a dozen or more
icons with text labels. It is therefore quite understandable that some participants may not be all
that familiar with the icons. The last row of the table above presents the respondents’ reaction to
the statement “I was able to tell right what symbols on my computer, phone or video games stand
for.” It can be inferred from the responses to this last question that the respondents were confident
in their ability to identify symbols embedded in the interfaces of their phones, computers and game
consoles.
Thus, generally, the respondents exhibited a strong sense of familiarity with the icons as
well as their functions on their computers. This gives credence to what Lanham (1995) states about
“literacy” overarching the ability to compose and read alphabetic texts but also “being skilled at
deciphering complex images and sounds” (p. 200), which is in spite of computer interfaces being
imbued with ideology (Selfe & Selfe, 1994). Nonetheless, decoding symbols and icons entails just
one aspect of digital literacy as it also involves creating content in a digital environment. In the
next section, I explore this aspect of digital literacy.
Reproduction Literacy
The advent of modern-day computers has revolutionized the way information is created,
copied and distributed. Thus, reproduction literacy refers to the ability for one to create a piece of
work through the modification of texts, visuals and audio. To ascertain the existence of this literacy
among the participants, I asked them to react to some statements related to reproduction literacy.
Also, for in-depth appreciation of this form of literacy, I posed some questions in the semistructured interview which covered composition in key modes like text, photos, video and audio.
Even though most of the tasks the participants described to have engaged in with regards to
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reproduction skills were for personal purposes, some were done for academic purposes in nonRWS courses, and yet very few were performed in an RWS class especially the RWS 1301 class
(the first of two FYC courses at UTEP) by students enrolled in RWS 1302 classes (the second of
two FYC courses at UTEP). Since the FYC class at UTEP does not directly teach digital literacy
skills, it was still possible to gauge the participants’ proficiency based on their responses. In the
subsequent sections, I explore reproduction literacy in various forms among the participants.
Reproduction Literacy in Text Composition
To find out about the participants’ proficiency with text composition, the survey requested
them to react to the statement “I knew how to copy and paste text to create something new out of
it.” Responses to this statement are found in the table below:
Table 4.2: Copying and Editing Texts
Answer

Count

Percent

Not at all true of me

0

0.00%

Not very true of me

1

2.33%

Neither true or untrue of me

0

0.00%

Mostly true of me

11

25.58%

Very true of me

30

69.77%

1

2.33%

43

100%

I do not understand what you mean by that.
Total

Table 4.2 shows that, prior to enrolling in the RWS class, almost all the respondents possessed the
ability to copy, paste and modify texts on their computers. This indicates a very high degree of
confidence among the participants with regards to the skill. What this suggests is that being able
to modify texts is an ability that is not just shared among almost all the survey participants but is
readily available.

69

The interview responses largely corroborated the information on Table 4.2. With that, all
the ten interview participants indicated to have ever utilized this skill in one way or the other with
most saying that they copied, pasted and edited texts whenever they were to use direct quotations
or in-text citations in their writings. Alby, for instance, stated what she used the skill for “Usually,
I copy and paste if I’m to do in-text citation or a lot of times when I do like the Discussion, or like
a prompt, I like to copy and paste the question.” So, for Alby, the copy and paste feature on her
computer comes in handy whenever she is to cite sources in her writings. In addition, she used that
feature to copy into word processors the exact wording of task prompts given by her instructors.
In this way, she would not make mistakes with instructions given her. Alby found this skill
particularly useful whenever she had to post in Discussion Boards on Blackboard as she copied
the prompts, composed her responses and copied and posted them to Blackboard. By so doing,
according to Alby, she was able to utilize all the editing tools in the word processor instead of
working with the limited editing tools in Blackboard.
In the quote below, Courtney described how she applied the copying and pasting
reproduction skill with text:
Honestly, I do it all the time in a lot of my lab reports. I take a lot of sources from academic
publications and peer-reviewed research. So, what I do is I usually go to the peer-reviewed
research, find the quote that most fit what I need to back up my argument and then I copy
and paste that. But sometimes when I paste it into my Word document, the text doesn’t
really align with my work, so I have to go and edit it to align with my format. (Courtney,
interview)
In the excerpt above, Courtney did not only mention the purpose for using the copying, pasting
and editing features of her computer but she also indicates how she incorporated external texts into
her compositions. She usually copied and pasted texts from peer-reviewed academic publications
to serve as an in-text citation like Alby above. In addition, since text copied from external sources
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are likely to maintain the formatting of the original source, they need to be adjusted to fit into the
new contexts and she stated how she did that.
The copy and paste reproduction skill for text editing was used in an ingenious way by
Mario. What he did was that he preformatted documents in APA style which he copied and pasted
to serve as template for all assignments. His explanation is below:
Also, like I mentioned, when I start a new work from scratch, I don’t open a new document.
I just copy-paste an old document that I have to keep the formatting. So, every time I start
a document, I copy-paste an old project so that I don’t have to start the formatting of APA
from scratch. So, when I start a new document and when I do in-text citation. (Mario,
interview)
Mario therefore used the copy and paste feature for convenience and to make producing documents
less burdensome as the formatting of old documents are imported to make new tasks easy.
From the foregoing examination of data from the survey and the semi-structured interview,
the students seem proficient with the reproductive skill in text editing. This comes as no surprise
as manipulating alphabetic texts constitutes a good part of students’ composition practices. It
should be noted, however, that even though the survey gave the impression that all participants
knew how to edit texts, through the interview data, I learned that the students copied and pasted
text for two main purposes which are maintaining the originality of a quote as well as preserving
the formatting of texts.
Reproduction Literacy in Photo Editing
Aside from editing texts, reproduction literacy is needed to facilitate the manipulation of photos.
Both the survey and the interview were used to find out from the participants whether they
possessed these skills and whether they could recall how they employed the skills prior to enrolling
in the FYC class. In the survey, participants were requested to react to the statement “I knew how
to combine images to create a new image.” Their responses are in the table below:
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Table 4.3: Photo Editing Skills
Answer

Count

Percent

Not at all true of me

2

4.65%

Not very true of me

6

13.95%

Neither true or untrue of me

5

11.63%

Mostly true of me

15

34.88%

Very true of me

15

34.88%

0

0.00%

43

100%

I do not understand what you mean by that.
Total

Table 4.3 gives an insight into the fact that most participants knew how to work with images.
However, not all the participants were upbeat about this skill as a total of 13 (30.23%) were not
confident in their photo editing skills. This is probably because participants were less likely to edit
photos than texts in their everyday usage of computers. This explains why 41 of 43 survey
participants selected “Mostly true of me” and “Very true of me” when asked about their ability to
copy, paste and edit texts but the number who selected same options was reduced to 30 when asked
about their ability to edit images.
To gain deeper insight into the photo-editing skills of participants, I asked them in the
interview to describe how they carried out such task recently. While describing how they carried
photo-editing task, the interviewees touched on the following points: the kind of picture edited,
nature of editing done and purpose for the editing. All these contributed to my appreciation of how
proficient they were with photo editing tools on their computers or mobile devices. Also, paying
attention to these points enabled me to assess their skills based on how they articulated the way
they performed photo-editing tasks. Each of these is briefly described below.
Kind of Picture Edited. Here, the respondents stated the type of image they recently edited. These
ranged from personal to family photos while one mentioned a photo for their workplace. Among
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the participants, Thomas, Alby, Jake and Kip reported editing pictures they took of themselves,
but Paulo edited picture of a friend’s car. On Courtney’s part, she said what she edited was a family
photo while Jasmine edited a picture for her laptop. However, both Ama and Mario recalled that
the most recent images they edited were both for work and class presentations, respectively. Of
this, Mario stated
It was an image of the two faces of two men. One was the face of a real person and the
other was the face of a person created by a computer program. So, I just had these two
different images. I just copy-pasted them into Google Docs and moved them close to the
other. (Mario, interview)
What all this shows is that the participants of the research had experiences editing all sorts of
images in different contexts thereby using the opportunities to practice their reproductive literacies.
Nature of Editing. In addition to kind of images edited, I examined participants’ responses for
the nature of the editing they applied to their images. This was in order to find out the complexity
of the editing. Generally, in the editing, the participants adjusted the following: lighting, size, color
and position of pictures. For instance, Lina had to edit some images at her workplace to display
the development of children by placing a series of images side by side to demonstrate the process
of child development. This is what she said about her editing, “I was supposed to fix the lighting
of the images and compile them next to each other in a way that they will look presentable for a
way of the milestones of a child.” (Lina, interview) So, Lina was required to change the lighting
of her images and juxtapose them. In Paulo’s case, he wanted to correct the color of his image.
He stated “I wanted to make it look more vivid, to add more color and blur out some stuff in it.
That was the main point.” Most of the participants adjusted their colors by applying filters. This is
what Jake said about his recent photo-editing experience, “So, on Instagram, you can have filters,
sizes, you can change the lighting, the brightness, the saturation, so I think the last thing I did was
two weeks ago when I posted a picture. It’s pretty easy.” (Jake, interview) Jake’s response supports
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the impression being made that color adjustment was one of the key modifications applied to
pictures by the participants and, in this case, it is made less taxing thanks to filters embedded in
social media applications like Instagram.
Apart from lighting and color adjustment, one other type of editing which the participants
did to their images was size adjustment which was mainly cropping. With this they cut off some
elements of the pictures from the edges. Thomas stated this in his response below:
I took a picture of myself on my phone. I did a bit of copying and make it less blurry. On
the computer, I used a sort of old-time computer program. I can crop photos, I can cut
and move portions of photos around. It’s like very basic stuff. (Thomas, interview)
Thus, based on Thomas’s response, in addition to applying the editing features noted above, he
also cropped his photos among others. What is interesting about his response is that he admitted
his inability to edit his pictures elaborately by indicating that what he was able to do was “very
basic stuff.”
Purpose of Editing. While analyzing the participants’ responses to the questions about their recent
photo editing experiences, it was noted that they stated the intention for their editing. This
answered the interview question “What did you intend to accomplish with the editing?” The
purposes for editing pictures were almost as many as the number of interview participants as it
varied from person to person. Notable among the stated and implied purposes for editing pictures
were ensuring clarity, changing of mood, fitting a picture into a new space, showing process and
comparison, etc. Regarding clarity, Paulo stated, “I wanted to make it look more vivid, to add more
color and blur out some stuff in it. That was the main point.” So, Paulo wanted to ensure that his
subject was more in focus so that the viewer will pay attention to it. He also attempted to diminish
certain objects in the picture out of view. On clarity, Courtney stated, “When I open a photo it
automatically opens the editing and then I can put in filters and then smooth ‘em, blurr ‘em, to
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make the photos pop out more.” From Courtney, making the image “pop out more” was her way
of ensuring that she highlighted her picture’s subject and, like Paulo, she diminished some
elements out of focus. On changing mood of a picture, Jake stated, “I wanted the image to be more
serious, so I dimmed the lighting of the picture and just made it seem tougher—I guess, strong.
Yeah, that’s how I made it look like that.” Thus, Jake adjusted the luminosity of his image to
accentuate or render a particular tone that he wanted his image to have. Two interviewees talked
about editing their pictures to fit into new spaces through cropping and resizing. One was by
Yasmine who stated, “I think the most recent thing I edited was a picture for my laptop background
and I just cropped it.” Ama also usually edited her picture to fit into a new space, specifically, her
word processor by stating:
When I copy an image, it’s the same thing: I copy and paste it and then I use the setting in
Word so that it lets me change it, change the position and size and everything in it so that
it doesn’t mess up the document. (Ama, interview)
Thus, Ama’s purpose for editing was to ensure that her image and her text in the word processor
will appear orderly. Another purpose for editing a picture was for showing a process. This was
done by Lina who admitted that required more skills. She therefore sought assistance with the
editing before she could accomplish her purpose. She stated:
At work, I had to edit images for some presentation I had to do and I think I wasn’t able to
do much with that because I couldn’t find a way to make them look how I wanted so I did
have to ask for help with one of the people that work there and they helped me. (Lina,
interview)
The last purpose for photo editing was for comparison which was reported by Mario who placed
two images side-by-side in his photo editor to bring attention to the differences and similarities
between an image of a man generated by a computer program or artificial intelligence (AI) and a
picture of a real man.
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Reproduction Literacy in Video Editing
After finding out about the participants’ reproductive literacy skills in text and image
editing, another key reproductive skill probed by the survey and the interview was the
interviewees’ video editing skills. With regards to the survey, a statement was made and the
respondents were required to select how it applied to them. The statement which was used to
enquire about video editing skills was “I knew how to create new videos from existing videos.”
The reactions of the respondents are presented in Table 4.4 below:
Table 4.4: Knowledge About Video Creation
Answer

Count

Percent

Not at all true of me

4

9.30%

Not very true of me

7

16.28%

Neither true or untrue of me

5

11.63%

Mostly true of me

14

32.56%

Very true of me

13

30.23%

0

0.00%

43

100%

I do not understand what you mean by that.
Total

By selecting the first three options on the table above, 16 respondents were not confident about
their ability to create new videos from existing ones. This kind of responses place the survey
participants in a kind of continuum of students who were uncertain about their video editing
proficiency starting from those who felt the skill was absent by selecting “Not at all true of me” to
those who were unsure about their ability to utilize such skills by selecting “Neither true or untrue
of me.” In spite of the apparent grimness of the situation shown by the upper rows of the table
above, the lower rungs are quite promising in the sense that 27 of the 43 survey participants who
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reacted to the statement gave positive answers and were confident about their own video editing
capabilities.
To gain a better insight into the respondents’ application of reproduction literacy to video
editing, the participants of the interview were asked to describe how they carried out a recent video
editing task. In addition, they were questioned to express what they wanted to accomplish with the
editing and how they went about it. But for Thomas who claimed to never have ever edited a video,
all participants admitted to having ever employed that skill or tinkered with a video before. Like
photo editing above, responses to these questions were analyzed in terms of the kind of video
edited, nature of editing done and purpose for the editing. These enabled me to assess the
proficiency of the interviewees based on how they described editing videos. In the subsequent
sections, each of these is going to be described into details beginning with the kind of video edited.
Kind of Video Edited. In analyzing the interview participants’ responses to the questions on video
editing, I checked for the kind of video they edited since no question was posed about that. A
careful study of the responses showed that the type of videos ranged from serious research projects
to light humorous memes. From the responses, most of the participants encountered video editing
prior to enrolling in the FYC class. Serious video projects included Mario’s compilation of a
research packet into a video form to exhibit all his academic research work. This was what Mario
said about his video:
My most recent video…This one was not for the RWS class. It was for a research project.
You know, like I had to give a packet for the research conference, so I had a scheme for
the conference of what classes I had. So, I had to tape my thoughts and upload it to the
conference website. (Mario, interview)
In Mario’s response, he talks about using the video to share ideas about the courses he had taken.
Quite obviously, Mario had experience with high-stakes video project prior to enrolling in the
Rhetoric and Writing Studies (RWS) class since Mario was a senior. This served as an invaluable
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experience in preparing the interviewee for the digital literacy demands of the RWS courses. It
also meant that although students like Mario were obliged to take the RWS class as a requirement
they were already competent in some aspects of digital literacy.
Mario did not seem to be the exception as other students also employed reproductive
literacy in editing high stakes video tasks. Kip and Paulo, for instance, reported to have created
documentaries and while Lina did a video PSA. About his documentary, Kip stated:
The video editing that I did was a kind of a documentary. I was compiling some images
from back at home to make a video. I gotta do about the same thing that I did with the
photo that I was trying to edit but then compiling a lot of photos to make a composite so
that I can create a video and feed in a song to give it a background music as I feel about
the images. (Kip, interview)
The kind of video Kip worked on shows that he already knew how to compose multimodally. Here,
Kip is describing how he used pictures he took in Kenya to create a personal documentary.
According to Kip, he created the documentary in his spare time as a hobby. On her PSA, Lina
indicated that she wanted to use it to show adverse effects of demolitions in her El Paso
neighborhood. Lina created her PSA as part of her first FYC class even though the syllabus rather
requires such composition practices in the second FYC class which was enrolled in.
But not all videos the respondents had edited were high-stakes as some were intended to
create humor and be meme-like. Courtney, Jasmine and Jake reported these types of videos. On
her video, Courtney stated, “I edited this video, these two birds fighting. They kind of fell out of a
tree and there was like a long fight, so it was kind of funny.” About her video, Jasmine stated that,
in her video, her sister, herself and her friends were dancing in it. For Jake, he edited a short TED
Talk clip into a funny loop. Courtney, Jasmine and Jake attempted to use their video editing skills
to create meme-like videos which had the potential to go viral and reach a wider audience. Finally,
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another kind of video reported at the interview was a musical concert which Alby filmed and edited
herself.
All these show that the kind of videos students experienced editing were diverse and
equipped them with skills that can easily be transferred to the FYC class. A student like Lina who
experienced video editing through her first FYC class was likely transfer her skills to the second
FYC class where video editing was required.
Nature of Editing. Regarding the type of editing which the respondents applied to their videos,
several ones were mentioned. They included creating montages or slide shows, adding audio,
adding text, and cutting. Among the nine interviewees who had experience with working on video,
the most common edit they reported to have performed was piecing videos and photos together to
create a montage or a slide show. For instance, in the following quote, Kip explained that the entire
video he created for himself was made up of a series of pictures:
I was compiling some images from back at home to make a video. I gotta do about the
same thing that I did with the photo that I was trying to edit but then compiling a lot of
photos to make a composite so that I can create a video. (Kip, interview)
A similar one was done by Paulo who stated:
For that one it was just adding images because in class we weren’t able to get video shoots
for everything, so we added images from Youtube that would correspond to the video itself
like an airplane or stuff like that. (Paulo, interview)
In the above quote, Paulo engages in remixing where he retrieved stock footage from Youtube,
strung them together in order to tell their story. This is a common reproductive literacy practice
where something new is created out of another that exists.
Apart from piecing together images and videos, another common type of editing done to
videos was adding sound. With this, the participants reported to not just have included sounds in
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their video but also they attempted to synchronize it. That is what Jasmine stated in her account
below:
The most recent video I edited, it was on iMovie. It was like me and my friends and my
sister did like a funny dance video and I edited it by putting the music in the background
and cutting it to fit with the music. (Jasmine, interview)
So basically, Jasmine’s modification of the video was just the sound aspect of it. She did not talk
about adjusting any element of the picture. Apart from fine-tuning images, a very core aspect of
video editing is the addition and adjustment of sound. This makes sound editing and video editing
go hand-in-hand. On audio editing, in the section below, it will be noticed that most of the
respondents had experience with sound work mainly through video editing. For instance, in editing
a footage she took at a concert, Alby was more concerned about the sound. She stated in her answer
the following:
It will only be when I went to a concert. I really wanted to get the singer’s voice to come
out more and I wanted to see it better so I just edited that just because there was a lot of
background noise from people singing along or just like a lot of light getting in the way.
(Alby, interview)
Thus, in Alby’s recent video her major preoccupation with the editing was to ensure the clarity of
the singer’s voice which was her purpose for recording the concert in the first place. Being able to
amplify and clarify a voice entailed a great deal of not just video editing skills but also good
knowledge about sound editing tools. Also, in her meme-like clip, Courtney added sound effects
to her video of two fighting birds to create humor. This also requires a good deal of sound editing
skills and an ability to synchronize image and sound.
Another important editing done to videos based on the responses of the interviewees was
captioning. Adding texts to videos constitutes a very common aspect of video editing. In the case
of Paulo, for example, the text served as a close-caption in order to make up for a missing voiceover in the video he and his colleagues edited for a class. He stated, “We added text because there
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wasn’t a sound from one us. We just added the text so that it could be self-explanatory.” Also, in
Lina’s PSA video, she added text to complement the other aspects of her video in order to highlight
the problems she had in her neighborhood.
Finally, another form of editing done by the respondents to their videos was cutting out.
Videos can be cut out by cropping, trimming, snipping, etc. This is mainly done to remove
unwanted elements from the video and to resize pictures. Among the participants of the interview
it was only Ama who explicitly stated to have implemented this kind of editing on her video. She
stated:
So, for editing video, the only thing I know is cropping them too. So, if I wanted to cut out
a certain part I would select the part I don’t want, delete it and then paste the other to
whatever part you have left to make one video. (Ama, interview)
In the quote above, Ama indicates how she executed different techniques of cutting out when she
cropped and snipped a video. She did these in order to create one coherent and seamlessly
contiguous video.
Purpose of the Editing. In the interviewees’ account of their recent video editing, they revealed
their rationale for editing their videos as what they wanted to achieve with their editing. Like the
responses to the question on photo editing, the purpose for video editing varied from one
respondent to the other. One purpose which appeared common among the respondents was
documentation and organization of visual media. For instance, although Paulo did not state why
he edited his video, he was implicit about his purpose which was to merely piece together pictures
and footage from different sources to create his story. Kip also had a purpose to document his
athletic activities in a montage of videos and pictures. Mario also used his video as an
organizational tool to show in one media various research activities he had undertaken. Mario
stated,
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I picked my thoughts with Zoom so I had a lot of the fragments of the video I had to put
together. So, my thought was to stitch together different clips into one video and I used the
default Windows movie editing program. (Mario, interview)
Both Courtney and Jake respectively edited the sounds and the pictures of their videos to
create humor. With Courtney, since her main editing was including sound effects in her video of
two fighting birds she stated that, “The intent was to come across as funny because it was wild.”
Like Courtney, Jake edited his video to be meme-like to create humor. He stated, “I made a couple
of separate videos and then I would put them together to make the joke. So, the video will be on a
loop, kinda. Yeah, the message was to try and make people laugh”. Nonetheless, Lina attempted
to use her PSA video to create awareness of an issue in her community. She stated:
The goal of the video was to bring some sort of awareness that it’s so cultural and all that
so I was trying to find images, texts, and everything and the music to kind of bring kind of
personal connection with the public. (Lina, interview)
Thus, when it comes to video editing, the dominant purpose was to organize and arrange visual
media as well as adding sound to them. This fits into the idea that video editing is a combination
of different shots to form a movie. Nonetheless the purpose for doing so was diverse among the
participants. What this suggests is that the participants possessed functional video editing skills
which enabled them to carry out personal tasks. What cannot be seen is whether these skills can
be transferred into the FYC class to enable participants satisfactorily create multimodal projects
independently.
Reproduction Literacy in Sound Editing
Being able to create, organize and even alter audio constitutes one of the core elements of
reproductive literacy. To find this out among the students, question items in both the survey and
the interview inquired from the participants the extent to which they possessed this form of literacy.
Beginning with the survey, the interviewees reacted to the statement “I knew how to create a new
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sound from existing sounds.” This was an attempt to obtain firsthand information about their
experiences working with audio before they took the FYC class. Their responses are presented in
the table below:
Table 4.5: Sound Remixing
Answer

Count

Percent

Not at all true of me

6

13.95%

Not very true of me

10

23.26%

7

16.28%

11

25.58%

Very true of me

9

20.93%

I do not understand what you mean by that.

0

0.00%

43

100%

Neither true or untrue of me
Mostly true of me

Total

Table 4.5 shows that audio editing is quite a rare practice since less than half of the participants
(20 of 43) selected options that indicated their certainty about using that skill. Responses to the
interview question on audio editing corroborates this finding.
In the interview, the participants were asked to describe how they went about editing audio
recently to indicate what they wanted to tweak the audio for and how they executed it. Of the 9
respondents who admitted to have ever edited an audio file, only two had edited a standalone audio
file. One was by Courtney and the other was by Kip. Courtney stated what she edited, her purpose
for the editing, how she went about it. This is Courtney in her own words, “The most recent audio
I’ve edited is probably when I record lectures and I edited to make the muffled voices from the
professor sound more crisp (sic). And the intention is to help myself when I review lectures”
(Courtney, interview). Thus, Courtney edited a lecture audio note for her instructor’s voice to stand
out. The other audio editing was reported by Kip who described a complex editing task he
performed to create an a cappella by one singer. According to Kip, he wanted to generate harmony
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by first creating different singing voices for the singer. He then layered all the different singing
voices to give it feeling of multiple singers. When asked to explain what he was trying to do with
the editing, Kip stated:
The person who was singing was one but I was trying to balance the song. That person was
singing in tenor so I couldn’t hear the other voices so I wanted to feed in all those kinds of
voices to produce a uniform song. (Kip, interview)
What Kip narrated demonstrates an advanced form of reproductive literacy in audio editing.
Nonetheless, the fact that of all the respondents in the interview only two reported to have edited
a sound recently is an indication of how uncommon standalone audio editing is.
The observation I have made above does not mean audio editing is a lost art as another
reproductive literacy skill brought it to bear; this was video editing. An overwhelming majority of
the respondents had brushes with audio editing usually as part of their video editing. With regards
to this, seven of the ten interview participants reported to have edited audio as an accompaniment
of video editing. In most of the cases reported, the respondents used iMovie to edit their audio.
Paulo’s statement below captured this situation:
With the audio, I haven’t really messed with it a lot. It’s a bit more in the videos, but it’s
just been like adding songs within iMovie just to have some type of sound or if we had
disclaimers or something just so that we could catch people’s attention. That would have
been the main reason for it. (Paulo, interview)
In his comment above, Paulo began by firstly admitting not to have direct experiences editing
audio. He then went on to indicate his familiarity with that kind of task through video editing in
iMovie. The kind of editing he did was by adding music to videos. Jasmine also added an audio
to a video using iMovie just that before she did it, she extracted a soundtrack from a Youtube
video. She stated:
I did audio on iMovie with an excerpt I created from Youtube to mp3. But that way it was
easier for me to format it into iMovie and then I just went ahead and clipped it so that I
would fit with the parts I wanted in the video. (Jasmine, interview)
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From Jasmine’s quote, she did not just add the music to her video, but also she trimmed the sound
and attempted to synchronize it with the picture. Before that, she extracted the sound from Youtube
with a video to audio converter tool on her computer. Jasmine also demonstrated her knowledge
with audio file formats as that is critical to audio editing as certain audio file formats may not be
easy to export to a video editing software.
The use of audio filters in social media apps was one form of audio editing which I expected
to dominate the participants’ experiences with audio in video editing but that was not the case.
Only one interviewee stated to have done this form of editing. This was Mario who said:
I think I have never made anything like audio—I mean the video has audio! But I have
never edited an audio file. I’ve done it for fun like in apps like Tik-Tok and Instagram.
Like they have different audio filters but only for fun. So, I’ve never had an assignment or
job requiring me to edit an audio. (Mario, interview)
In Mario’s statement, he also acknowledged to have never ever edited a standalone audio file
despite accepting working with audio in a video editing. He, however, stated using audio filters on
Tik-Tok and Instagram.
From both the survey and the interview, I can surmise that audio editing is not only an
infrequent task but that it tends to go hand-in-hand with video editing. Based on the responses,
standalone audio editing is the least performed reproductive activity among the students. The
scarcity of sound editing is also noted by Shipka (2006) who observed sound editing as a
happenstance activity students engaged in as part of major multimodal projects. This implies that
students have to be assigned tasks that require them to produce audio only contents like podcasts,
and sound editing in general.
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Reproduction Literacy in Website Creation
Being able to create a website or a blog presents an opportunity for the digitally literate to
put into practice an array of reproductive literacy skills. For this matter, the participants were asked
at the interview to describe how they went about creating a website or blog. Responses to the
interview question shows that, of the ten participants, eight had experienced creating and editing
a website while two reported to have never done so. Each of these sets of students gave a different
dimension to website creation. It is therefore necessary to briefly discuss them.
To start, the two participants who claimed to never had created or edited a website were
Courtney and Lina. Between the two, Lina had an opportunity to create a website for one of the
classes she was taking at UTEP but avoided it because she had earned enough credit in other tasks
to pass the class. She said, “I was supposed to create some for some classes however because of
the amount of points I had for my grade, they were just enough not to do the assignment.” Although
these two cases are not enough to paint a good picture of students’ attitude towards website
creation, they suggest some students will opt out of web tasks if they have the opportunity.
Moving to the eight participants who had experienced creating websites, but for one, they
all reported using templates to create their sites on web platforms like Weebly and Wix. For
example, Alby stated straightforward that she usually used Weebly because she found it easier.
Below, Ama indicates how she learned to use a template to create a website:
I went into the video put as the link on Blackboard and I watched three videos about how
to make a website and I ended up going to Weebly and I created my account. Then I chose
a template because I think that is the easiest way to do it if you weren’t familiar with it
(Ama, interview).
So, like Alby, Ama also opted for the easiest route in creating her website by using a template on
Weebly. She stated that all she did in building her website was choosing the appropriate template,
uploading images and creating sections or pages. Notice should also be made of the fact that Ama
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learned to create a website by watching videos her FYC instructor posted on Blackboard. Also, in
Jasmine’s case, she admitted that despite being taught to write in HTML in 8th grade she still had
to fall on a template to create a birthday website that contained links to gifts she anticipated. She
stated, “No, I just did it off Wix—I think it’s called— and I just used a template they had for a
storefront.” Thus, as has been indicated already, template usage dominates the creation of websites
among the students.
Notwithstanding the finding in the preceding paragraph, one of the interviewees reported
not to be so reliant on templates and that was Mario. He preferred choosing blank templates
anytime he created a website. The blank templates enabled him to have much control over the
minute details on his website unlike a template. According to him, that gave him the latitude to
customize his website as much as possible. This is what Mario stated:
I don’t like using the webpage templates so I just go for the blank template and I just start
adding photos and label the tabs. So, I just choose the blank templates and the tabs. I just
add how many tabs I want. Normally I just add like a home—So I add the tabs. I add that
website’s logo or title above the tabs and then I just go and finish up with whatever the
website is for. (Mario, interview)
Mario, like some of his fellow interviewees preferred using Wix to create his websites. However,
in addition to that he also used Weebly and WordPress. And when creating a website using any of
these services, he preferred starting on a clean slate so as to exercise control over his content.
Therefore, not using a template afforded greater flexibility, customizability and creativity hence
its preference by some scholars like Wysocki and Jasken (2004) and Arola (2010) who advocated
for the digital literate to exercise much control over their web content through designing. Mario’s
account showed that he was the exception rather than the norm since he was a senior and might
have been exposed to computer programming in some of his courses at UTEP.

87

Branching Literacy
Also referred to as ‘lateral literacy’ by Eshet (2002), branching literacy emphasizes the use
of hypermedia like clickable texts, images and videos. These enable the digital environment to be
explored in a non-linear manner since hypermedia may be inserted and intersperse a digital
content. Therefore, in investigating the functional digital literacy of FYC students, it is relevant to
explore how they navigated digital spaces using hypermedia. In the survey, I included the
statement: “When browsing the internet, I clicked on links I found when reading.” Responses to
this statement is presented in the table below:
Table 4.6: Hyperlink Usage
Answer

Count

Percent

Not at all true of me

1

2.44%

Not very true of me

6

14.63%

Neither true or untrue of me

2

4.88%

Mostly true of me

15

36.59%

Very true of me

17

41.46%

0

0.00%

41

100%

I do not understand what you mean by that.
Total

What Table 4.6 suggests is that majority of the respondents were conversant with hyperlink usage.
Knowing about hyperlink usage is one thing but using it purposefully is another. Another aspect
of hyper usage is inserting them in one’s composition whether in documents or when creating
websites. This form of branching literacy overlaps with information literacy and this dimension is
briefly discussed below.
Information Literacy
Information literacy remains one of the core skills necessary for a 21st century literate
individual and therefore constitutes one of the crucial skillsets that need to be wielded by the digital
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literate. Questions inquiring about this form of literacy could have been asked from different angles
since information literacy itself is a complex set of critical and functional skills (The Association
of College and Research Libraries [ACRL], 2016), but time and space constraints limited me to
few questions answers to which gave an insight into the kind of information literacy skills the
participants possessed. The questions in both the survey and the interview bordered on two main
information literacy domains which are emphasized by the FYC curriculum: information quality
detection and acknowledgement of sources. Table 4.8 below presents responses from five
questions on information literacy skills. Beginning with the survey, the first question asked was
mainly intended to find out the participants’ ability to determine if the information they accessed
online was of good quality or not. However, the interview question mainly asked participants about
whether they acknowledged the sources of their information or not.
Table 4.7: Information Literacy Skills of FYC Students
Information Literacy
Indicator/Skill

Responses
Not at all
true of me

Not very true
of me

Neither true or
untrue of me

Mostly true of
me

Very true of
me

Count

%

Count

%

Count

%

Count

%

Count

Distinguishing
between fake
and genuine
online
information

0

0.00

4

9.30

6

13.95

21

48.84

Comparing
information
on different
websites
Detecting
biases
in
writing

0

0.00

2

4.65

5

11.63

13

0

0.00

4

9.30

7

16.28

18
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Total
Count

%

I do not
understand
what
you
mean
by
that.
Count %

12

27.91

0

0.00

43

30.23

23

53.49

0

0.00

43

41.86

14

32.56

0

0.00

43

Inserting links
into writing

1

2.33

1

2.33

3

6.98

15

34.88

23

53.49

0

0.00

43

Crediting
sources
of
information

2

4.65

2

4.65

4

9.30

14

32.56

21

48.84

0

0.00

43

The first skill on Table 4.7 above is students’ ability to distinguish between false and
genuine information and shows the participants’ reaction to the statement “I was able to distinguish
fake information from genuine ones.” This item was intended to find out, firsthand, if the students
could declare whether they were able to differentiate genuine information from non-genuine ones.
The table above shows that most of the participants were very confident about their ability to
determine information quality online by being able to tell apart what constituted a credible
information as opposed to non-credible ones. Nonetheless, on a scale of confidence, 10 participants
were unsure about their ability to detect fake information from non-fake ones as 4 (9.30%)
indicated “Not very true of me” and 6 (13.95%) chose “Neither true or untrue of me.”
The second row of Table 4.7 shows responses to a statement about whether the participants
went the extra mile to compare their sources of information to check the authenticity of whatever
information they had access to online. As the table shows, most of the participants reported in the
affirmative with a total of 36 choosing “Very true of me” and “Mostly true of me.” Also, when
asked whether they could detect the biases of authors, the respondents were, once again, very
upbeat about their ability to notice this. On the fourth row, another key information literacy
indicator is an ability to credit information sources, and so the participants were asked to react to
the statement about whether they can insert hyperlinks into their writings. The results show a high
confidence level among the participants. The question about the information literacy indicator on
the last row of the table was posed to corroborate the reactions to the statement on the previous
row and there was not a significant change in responses.
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Based on the results presented on Table 4.7 above, it can be surmised that most of the
respondents could distinguish between genuine and non-genuine information that they found
online. Regarding the four other indicators of information literacy presented on the table, the
participants showed a greater degree of confidence in their abilities with more than 20 reacting as
“Very true of me” in most cases when asked whether they compared information on different
websites, whether they used hyperlinks in their written compositions, and whether they credited
their sources of information. As already noted, information literacy is a complex set of abilities
(ACRL, 2016) and the findings made so far are best a snapshot of the actual skills students possess.
Thus, to form better impression of students’ information literacy skills more skills and indicators
should be factored in the evaluation.
Socioemotional Literacy
Being able to interact effectively in online environments is relevant and, as part of
investigating their digital literacy, it was necessary to find out how the students connected with
others online. The skill is what Eshet-Alkalai (2004) and Aviram and Eshet-Alkalai (2006) refer
to as socioemotional literacy. In Table 4.8 below, results of questions asked on four aspects of
socioemotional literacy are presented.
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Table 4.8: Socioemotional Literacy
Socioemotional Literacy
Indicator/Skill

Responses
Not at all
true of me

Not very true
of me

Neither true or
untrue of me

Mostly true of
me

Very true of
me

Count

%

Count

%

Count

%

Count

%

Count

0

0.00

3

6.98

6

13.95

10

23.26

Identifying
trolls

0

0.00

0

0.00

4

9.30

17

Awareness of
online
life
impact on real
life
Tweaking
privacy
settings
on
social media

0

0.00

0

0.00

2

4.76

0

0.00

0

0.00

0

0.00

Showing
respect
strangers
online

Total
Count

%

I do not
understand
what
you
mean
by
that.
Count %

24

55.81

0

0.00

43

39.53

22

51.16

0

0.00

43

9

21.43

31

73.81

0

0.00

42

7

16.28

36

83.72

0

0.00

43

to
on

Beginning from the top of Table 4.8, the first question that the respondents were asked
concerned whether they showed respect to strangers online. As shown in the first row of Table 4.8,
many of the participants recognized the need to show courtesy to strangers online in spite of the
facelessness and, sometimes, the anonymous nature of online spaces which encourages a penchant
for rudeness to strangers. Nine participants implicitly admitted to not showing respect to strangers
by selecting “Not true of me” and “Neither true or untrue of me.”
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Another important aspect of socio-emotional literacy is being able identify rude behavior
or the mischievous acts of others in online spaces and not falling victim to such traps. Acts like
this are referred to as trolling (Herring, et al. 2002). I asked the participants if they could identify
such behaviors and almost all of them gave positive responses as indicated on the second row. The
third row of the table shows results for a question which asked the participants if they were mindful
of the impact of online life on their real lives. The participants were almost unanimous on this as
40 selected “Mostly true of me” and “Very true of me.” The last column of the table shows results
on whether the participants adjusted the settings on their social media pages or apps to reflect their
privacy preferences. Their reactions were overwhelmingly positive as all the participants selected
“Mostly true of me” or “Very true of me.” Tweaking with the default privacy settings of one’s
social media page is a sign that one is cognizant of the implications of their actions and that of
others on themselves. In Beck, Goin, Ho, Parks and Rowe (2021), the student co-authors stated
that they were not just attuned to privacy issues but were concerned about online ethics,
surveillance, privacy and protection of personal data. The authors therefore suggest critical digital
literacy which entail a range of tactics to counteract online surveillance. Such tactics include
identification, understanding and responding to issues of privacy. On the whole, reactions to
statements on socioemotional literacy indicates a strong sense of awareness among the participants
of people’s negative behavior online and privacy concerns.
Real-time Thinking Skills
According to Eshet and Chajut (2009), this form of literacy is concerned about one’s ability
to consume large chunks of data in computer environments. Typical instances in which this
becomes necessary is in simulations or gaming and multitasking. Thus, to understand the

93

participants’ real-time thinking skills, I asked about their gaming habits, and their ability to
multitask. The table below presents the results:
Table 4.9: Real-time Thinking Skills
Real-time Thinking Skills
Indicator/Skill

Responses
Not at all true
of me

Not very true
of me

Neither true or
untrue of me

Mostly true of
me

Very true of
me

Total
Count

%

I do not
understand
what
you
mean
by
that.
Count %

Count

%

Count

%

Count

%

Count

%

Count

Being a good
gamer

4

9.30

10

23.26

7

16.28

12

27.91

10

23.26

0

0.00

43

Computer
multitasking

0

0.00

1

2.33

3

6.98

16

37.21

23

53.49

0

0.00

43

Giving up on
games

11

25.58

11

25.58

13

30.23

3

6.98

5

11.63

0

0.00

43

Table 4.9 above indicates that there was a split among the participants when asked about their
gaming avidity as about half of the participants were not much into gaming while another half
indicated being good at gaming. The second row shows the results to the question which asked
about their computer multitasking skills. With this, nearly all participants answered in the
affirmative. When the participants were asked about whether they gave up on games, 22 reacted
in the negative and 13 were ambivalent as they selected “Neither true or untrue of me” while 8
admitted giving up on games. Thus, but for general multitasking on the computer with regards to
activities that required real-time thinking, the participants were divided on gaming. Meanwhile a
meta-study by Granic, Lobel and Engels (2014) reported that the more graphically-rich a game is,
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the more the likelihood that it will enhance cognitive skills. Moreover, Gee (2003) described
gaming particularly as a “multimodal literacy par excellence” (p. 18) as it enables users to
instantaneously interact with huge chunks of data. It is therefore critical that more attention be paid
to gaming given its potential contribution to enhancing digital literacy in the composition class.
Chapter Conclusion
This chapter sought to map out the digital literacy skills of FYC students from data obtained
through the survey and the semi-structured interview. The digital literacy framework firstly
espoused by Eshet (2002) was used as base analytic frame to account for the various types of skills,
which the author refers to as “literacies,” that a digital literate individual can possess.
This study took place in June of 2020 when the FYC class was made up of not just freshmen
but also sophomores, juniors and seniors. The participants therefore had diverse experiences with
digital literacy prior to enrolling in the FYC class. What makes this evident is their various degrees
of encounter with technology of digital literacy proficiency. Some, like Mario who was a senior
and Mexican student, had employed digital literacy skills like reproduction literacy in high stakes
projects like creating a research packet in a video form and yet had to take the RWS class for
requirement purposes. Meanwhile, other students claimed having no experiences with other forms
of reproductive literacy other than text composition.
Overall, the data show that the digital literacy skills the participants possess are on a
continuum of levels and degrees of proficiency. Starting with photovisual literacy, most of the
participants could identify the purpose and functions of symbols on the interfaces of their devices
apart from within specific applications like word processors. Reproduction literacy was possessed
among the participants in varying levels with text editing being the skill most participants reported
to have while standalone audio editing was the least performed task among the participants. In
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reproduction literacy, I also found that students engaged in a lot of remixing where they combined
materials from different sources to create their own text, photo, video or a website. When it comes
to website creation or editing, most of the participants reported to use templates rather than
designing a website using a language like HTML therefore exercising less control over their
content. With regards to branching literacy, many of the participants reported ability to navigate
online spaces in non-linear fashion through their knowledge and use of hyperlinks. In terms of
information literacy, the respondents reported a range of confidence in various indicators of this
important skill and their outlook about their own proficiency was generally positive. Concerning
socioemotional literacy, the participants of the study once again registered a strong sense of
awareness of the negative attitudes of other users online and were conversant with measures like
adjusting the privacy settings of their social media apps to curtail any negative impact online lives
could have on their real offline lives. Finally, the participants were split when reporting their
proficiency in real-time thinking activity like gaming.
According to the description of First-Year Composition on UTEP’s website, the course is
designed “to help students address the challenges of 21st century composing” such that the
students will be able to determine the most suitable composition strategy to use depending on the
rhetorical context. As it stands now, the FYC courses at UTEP expose students to various 21st
century composing practices which appear in full gamut as photovisual, reproduction, branching,
information literacy, socioemotional and real-time thinking skills. Nonetheless, at the moment,
there prevails disproportional levels of proficiency among UTEP’s FYC students in terms of
functional digital literacy particularly regarding reproduction literacy. According to Eshet-Alkalai
and Chajut (2009), reproduction literacy enables one to create digital content. However, in the
present chapter, there is trend of students’ reported proficiency being more focused on text editing
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(with 41 of 43 participants selecting “Mostly true of me” and “Very true of me” when asked if
they have ever engaged in such task in the survey) and increasingly less on picture editing (30 of
43), video editing (27 of 43), and sound editing (20 of 43). This result also points to the fact that
students are mostly prepared for alphabetic composition rather than multimodal ones which
Yancey (2004), NLG (1996) and others have been calling for.
It is therefore imperative that the digital literacy skills be directly honed in students
through the FYC class to bring some parity among all students so that their levels of exposure will
be equalized and enhanced. Integrating technology instruction into FYC has long been advocated
for by scholars (See, Selfe, 1999; Selber, 2004; Yancey, 2004; and Moore, et al. 2016), so the
diverse experiences with technology need to be streamlined with FYC pedagogy. In Chapter Six,
I provide more details on this, but before that I want to account for the people, places as well as
the benefits and constraints which defined the acquisition of digital literacy among the participants
of this study in Chapter Five.
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Chapter Five: Life Trajectories of FYC Students’ Digital Literacy Learning, and Students’
Strengths and Challenges
Introduction
To grasp how FYC students acquired their digital literacy, it is vital to track key factors
which influenced their digital literacy. Knowing the typical circumstances which aided students’
acquisition of digital literacy is important to make judgments about the quality of those skills as
well as how needed interventions can be applied. In order to unravel this, the research question
“How do students of FYC acquire those skills? Who are their literacy sponsors and what are their
technology gateways?” will be answered in the present chapter. Of paramount concern in this
chapter are the people who made impact on participants’ digital literacy acquisition as well as the
key settings where such literacies were assimilated. In Chapter Five, I also give account of the
strengths and challenges of FYC students with technology. I conclude the chapter by comparing
the experiences of non-transnational students with their transnational counterparts in terms of
digital literacy skills, literacy sponsorship and technology gateways.
Digital Literacy Sponsors
I borrowed the idea of digital literacy sponsors from Brandt’s (1998) conception of the
term which she defines as “any agents, local or distant, concrete or abstract, who enable, support,
teach, and model, as well as recruit, regulate, suppress, or withhold, literacy—and gain advantage
by it in some way” (p. 166). Sponsorship is, therefore, a symbiotic relationship between the
sponsor and the beneficiary since both mutually gain from the association. Originally, this concept
pertained to reading and writing literacy and not necessarily digital literacy. It can, however, be
noted that the factors which orchestrate textual literacy acquisition are similar to those which
determine digital literacy acquisition (Pavia, 2013; Tweedale, 2018). In the present study,
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employing Brandt’s (1998) concept of literacy sponsorship enables me to account for people who
were interested in the participants’ acquisition of digital literacy. Identifying the sponsors of digital
literacy is crucial to understanding where to channel resources to enable students acquire that
proficiency. In the survey and the interview, I elicited direct answers about the key persons
influential in the participants’ drive to acquire digital literacy. Additionally, I drew inferences from
the responses the participants gave to interview questions to track who their sponsors of digital
literacy were. In this section, I will first present data on literacy sponsorship and follow this with
a discussion of sponsors based on the country of origin of the interview participants to show any
differences and similarities in experiences.
To determine digital literacy sponsorship firsthand, I asked the participants two questions
in the survey. One inquired about the person(s) to first teach them to use computers and the other
asked about people who they deemed most influential in the participants’ bid to learn to use
computers. Figures 5.1 and 5.2 below display the responses given to both questions:

Figure 5.1: First person to teach computer
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The figure shows that as far as the respondents’ first experiences with computers were concerned,
teachers and parents played critical roles. This finding is also supported by a related question posed
in the survey about the most influential person in the participants’ digital literacy acquisition and
the responses to that question are presented in the Figure 5.2 below:

Figure 5.2: Influential people in participants’ digital literacy acquisition
The figure above indicates that, among the participants, teachers are central to their digital literacy.
Teachers who normally act on behalf of the government and the school do not necessarily benefit
from their relationship with students except that they are merely executing their duties as teachers.
They act as agents of the government and institutions like churches who may bear some
“ideological freight” (Brandt, 1998). Although this may be the ulterior motive behind the
impartation of literacy, governments feel the need to ensure that their citizens are abreast of
technology. This was why in 1996 the US government saw the need to expedite digital literacy
acquisition in the publication Getting America’s Children Ready for the Twenty-First Century
(Selfe, 1999). The main intention of the government then was to put American students at “a
competitive advantage in the new, international marketplace of jobs, commerce, and trade” (p.
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3/5). Despite these efforts, instructors of composition, both resident Americans and non-residents,
still find integrating technology into their pedagogy daunting (Patcha-Lum, 2018)
Having identified the central role teachers play in digital literacy acquisition, it was
important to my study to find out if the nature of sponsorship or kinds of sponsors vary country by
country. I begin this account by describing the experiences of the participants from the US. I will
then move to Mexico and lastly focus on one student from Kenya.
Digital Literacy Sponsors of US Participants
Six of the ten interview participants reported their country of origin as the US and that it
was in the US that they mainly acquired their digital literacy. The six participants were Thomas,
Paulo, Courtney, Yasmine, Alby, and Jake. Among them, five indicated their teachers to have
played crucial roles in their digital literacy acquisition. This is followed by their parents and
nuclear family members like siblings. Regarding teachers, this is what Thomas stated:
I would say the most influential persons as I was learning to use computers were my
teachers. That was the only environment we had, growing up, was at school. The only
environment I had with computers was at school (Thomas, interview).
Also, about the key role played by teachers, Yasmine indicated:
I think it’s my teacher, Mr. Donahue, again just because he made us do this—I don’t
remember what it—It was a kind of an application on the computer and it was like a typing
a thing. You type like you learn the middle keys and then you take a test and you had to
play like two games involving those keys. (Yasmine, interview)
In the first quote, Thomas succinctly pointed out the important role generally played by his teachers
as he was learning to acquire digital literacy. To Thomas, the teachers created an atmosphere which
was conducive for learning to use computers. Yasmine named one particular teacher she recalled
played a chief role in her learning— Mr. Donahue. Yasmine also pointed out typing as one specific
computer literacy skill that was reinforced by the teacher through activities including gaming.
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It was not always the case that teachers alone were at the forefront of digital literacy
transmission among US students. Rather, to a participant like Alby, both her teachers and parents
simultaneously assisted her in learning to use computers. She stated:
I would say again my high school teachers simply because, once again, I was in a program
so we constantly had to be learning new things. So, I learned the basics, I guess, from my
parents but I learned how to do more specific things such as doing things on Word and
using iMovie through my school. (Alby, interview)
Therefore, to Alby her parents laid the foundation of her digital literacy and that was built upon by
her teachers. This happened when her parents introduced her to computing, but more advanced
skills were honed in by teachers at school.
Also, some participants from the US specifically acknowledged the paramount roles their
siblings played in their journey to digital literacy acquisition. For instance, Paulo thought his
siblings compelled him into developing his computer skills. He said:
I guess my siblings themselves because that was one of the main reasons why I started
using computers. Before, for me, it wasn’t a necessity. Then throughout the years, they did
push me to use them making it seem that to them it was something important—It was more
of a necessity instead of an option. So, they did push me to it. (Paulo, interview)
Paulo therefore learned to use computers by succumbing to family pressure. These relatives of
Paulo were probably reaping the benefits of their own computer skills and did not want Paulo to
be left out, hence pressuring him to commence his journey into digital literacy acquisition.
Apart from Paulo, Yasmine also reported a critical role played by her sister in her learning
to use computers albeit with reinforcement of the skills at school by her teachers. She stated:
I have an older sister. She’s like ten years older than me and I think she kind of taught
me, but I learned typing stuff more with my—I had a computer teacher, I had a computer
class from third grade to eight grade that I was in. So, I kind of learned how to memorize
the keyboard and all of that. (Yasmine, interview)
In the quote above, although Yasmine did not give details about how her elder sister assisted her
initially to learn to use computers, it is quite clear that her sister was influential in her learning to
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use computers as the sister was the first person Yasmine recalled to have played a pivotal role in
her digital literacy acquisition.
In this section, I have shown that the study participants from the US reported three kinds
of digital literacy sponsors: teachers, parents and siblings. According to Scenters-Zapico (2010)
sponsors allow or restrict access to computers in three ways: physically, financially and
psychologically. A careful study of the data shows that the teachers, parents and siblings referred
to by participants provided all three forms of sponsorship. However, it could be observed that
teachers and siblings provided more physical and psychological sponsorship while parents took
care of financial responsibilities in addition. On the whole, I can surmise that in the US, the
government plays very paramount role in digital literacy acquisition and this is evidenced by the
percentage of participant sponsors who were teachers as indicated in Figure 5.2 above. This role
is in turn augmented by the family.
Digital Literacy Sponsors of Mexican Participants
Among the interview participants, three reported that they acquired their digital literacy
skills mainly in Mexico. Those students were Ama, Lina and Mario. When asked about the people
that were influential in their digital literacy acquisition, two responses pointed to teachers and
while one mentioned a parent. Thus, the case of the Mexican participants was similar to that of
their US colleagues.
To give a bit more detail, Lina reported her school, and for that matter her teachers, as
being the most influential in her learning to use computers. She stated:
Most at times, I was just at school because I spent most of my time at school even in afterhours, so I think it was my teachers who actually encouraged us to learn. They kind of
made it—some will say, “Oh, this is useful and you learn it and I think you will need this
as you move on”. (Lina, interview)
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Therefore, Lina’s teachers making her appreciate the value of digital literacy was their own way
of motivating her to adopt those skills.
Ama also reported the school as being the most influential in her learning digital literacy
skills through tasks which compelled her to learn those skills. She recollected:
I think, for that, I would assume my school just because if it weren’t for home works and
things they made me do, I wouldn’t have wanted to start to learn. You know what I
mean? So, I think my school. (Ama, interview)
So here too, the school was a strong force providing the push factor for a student to learn digital
literacy skills by assigning tasks which entailed the use of computers.
The third student from Mexico, Mario, reported a parent as being his main digital literacy
sponsor. He provided details of that in his recollection during the interview:
I learned to use computers mainly from my father. He had a work computer, a work
laptop that he used for the job and he would bring it back to our house, and I was like sixseven years old, and he had some games on the computer. It was a (…) 3D so he’ll let me
play that game on the computer. He’ll teach me how to browse with Internet Explorer on
his computer and I will sometimes just sit and watch him work on his computer because I
had never seen a computer back then and I was curious about how it worked. (Mario,
interview)
In the quote above, Mario painted a picture of a parent who played a very active role in the digital
literacy acquisition of their child. Mario was fortunate to have a father who was not just computer
literate, but also possessed a work laptop with which he taught his son digital literacy. Mario
indicated in the interview that he was born in the late 1990s, a time when computers were not
ubiquitous in Mexico. According to Statista, from the early 2000s to the mid-2000s when Mario
was between six and seven years, Mexican households with computers ranged from 11% to 20%
while that of the US was between 51% in 2000 and 61.8% in 2003 .
Although the number of this study’s interviewees from Mexico were three, the account
they related about their digital literacy sponsorship indicated that the circumstances of digital
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literacy acquisition in terms of sponsorship does not differ much from that of participants from the
US. But for Mario, the participants reported the school as being pivotal in their learning to use
computers as is the case in the United States. Even for Mario, though his father served as the person
to introduce him to computers, his teachers stepped in later.
Digital Literacy Sponsor of a Kenyan Participant
Among the transnational students, one called Kip originated from Kenya. His digital
literacy sponsor was a friend of his who needed Kip’s assistance in carrying out computer tasks.
Kip reported how his friend compelled him to acquire digital literacy in the following statement
when I asked him about the most influential person in his learning to use computers:
I think it was that friend of mine because what he was doing he actually inspired me to do
a lot with computers because he was like “You can. You have to know all this.” So, he just
called me when I was free, gave me some tasks there to do some documents, to type some
stuff there. (Kip, interview)
Kip’s friend knew the relevance of digital literacy skills and did not just advise and encourage him
to acquire that knowledge and skill but also actively played a vital role in his learning by assigning
computer tasks to Kip. These enabled Kip to have hands-on experience with computers. Kip’s
experience could be a snapshot of what the circumstances are like with regards to digital literacy
sponsorship in Kenya. According to Kip, neither his secondary teachers nor his family were helpful
in his learning to use computers. At his school, there were two major challenges. First, there were
inadequate number of computers which limited the amount of time every student spent with
computers per week and, second, the curriculum was not designed for them to take advantage of
computers. Meanwhile, on the 2020 Network Readiness Index (NRI), Kenya ranked 82 among
134 countries. This is an improvement over their rank in 2019 which was 93. What this suggests
is that access to ICT in Kenya at the time Kip was in high school was inadequate when compared
to the US.
105

Looking at the data from the survey and the interview in this subsection, for US and Mexico
participants, teachers constituted the most influential persons. Teachers were followed by family
members in both the US and Mexico. The only Kenyan student participant of the study reported a
friend as his initial sponsor of digital literacy and this possibly reflects the situation in Kenya
especially at the time the participant was in high school.
Gateways of Digital Literacy Acquisition
An advantage to understanding technology gateways is that will enable stakeholders to
pinpoint where reinforcement is needed in the teaching and learning of digital literacy skills.
According to Selfe and Hawisher (2004), technology gateways are “the places and situations in
which people typically gain access to computers for the purpose of practicing digital literacy” (p.
26). Thus, the more the gateways available to a person, the more the likelihood of that person
acquiring literacy (Zammit, 2007). In this study, rather paying attention to the ecology of gateways
available to participants, I focused on the major gateways. To find out about these, I asked about
where they mostly learned to use computers. In Table 5.1 below, I present the results from the
survey:
Table 5.1: Digital Literacy Acquisition Settings
Answer

Count

Home
School
Public Library
Work
Other
Total

11
31
1
1
0
44

Percent
25.00%
70.45%
2.27%
2.27%
0.00%
100%

Table 5.1 shows that the school is a pivotal gateway when it comes to digital literacy skill learning.
Among the participants, the school is augmented by the home as another place where digital
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literacy is acquired. This finding correlates with the one in the previous section which shows
teachers and family members serving as sponsors of digital literacy among the participants,
creating a strong complementary relationship between sponsors and gateways. What this suggests
is that sponsors of literacy are likely to provide tools and locations for literacy learning (Brandt,
1998). Having been able to find the main gateways of student digital literacy, I wanted to
understand how the interview participants encountered their gateways based on their country of
origin and, like on digital literacy sponsorship above, to find out if there existed any variation in
digital literacy gateways based on countries.
Digital Literacy Gateways in the United States
Among the six US participants, four were emphatic about the school as their main places
of learning. Two mentioned the home, but between these two, one added that the school reinforced
the skills they acquired at home. Thus, the school was the main setting of acquisition which was
augmented by other places, and this reflected in the responses the six participants from the US
gave. Based on the responses to the question about the place(s) of digital literacy acquisition, I am
going to briefly profile each participant below. I start with the four students who mentioned the
school as the main place.
The first person is Thomas. When asked where he first learned to use computers, Thomas
stated:
It was at school and later on when I was in high school it was at the library. I learned how
to use some of the online journals and stuff that the library had. They introduced us to
electronic sources when I was in high school. (Thomas, interview)
For Thomas, not only did the school provide a convenient environment for him to learn to use
computers, but it was a place where tasks which involved the use of computers were assigned. In
Thomas’s case, he had to make use of electronic sources in his high school’s library, and these
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drove him to learn to use computers. From Thomas’s response, information literacy was the
gateway skill to his digital literacy learning.
The next participant is Paulo. For Paulo, although the school was the main place of his
digital literacy acquisition, his work place enhanced those skills through in-service training at a
call center. So, when asked where he mostly learned to use computers, he stated:
I would say school. Because even in UTEP, when I took RWS 1301, it was more of a
group work too, so we were always using—our class was in a computer lab and it was a
daily use every time we had the class… I do work at a call center. It was implemented
there as well, but the first time—like the main place—I learned about them like started
using them more was at the school. (Paulo, interview)
From Paulo’s response, the RWS 1301 class, the first in the series of two FYC classes at UTEP,
being in a computer lab setting was an important gateway to his learning to use computers. This
suggests that although students enter the composition class already equipped with some digital
literacy skills, the FYC class serves not just as a crucial gateway for some students but also it
reinforces already-acquired digital literacy skills.
The next person was Courtney who stated that although she mostly learned to use
computers at school, her service in the military provided an important avenue for her to polish
those skills. When asked about the setting which contributed the most to her digital literacy, she
emphatically mentioned the school.
The last US participant to mention the school as the main place of digital literacy
acquisition was Jake. He recalled that he started to use computers in the laboratory of his
kindergarten. When asked whether other places contributed to his skills, he mentioned the home
where he mostly used computers to play games. He stated “I know we did have a computer when
we were younger, but we mostly played the computer games. The computer games did help like
problem-solving and stuff, but educational-wise, it was probably in the computer lab” (Jake,
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interview). Here, Jake frames learning to only take place in a classroom setting and not much in
informal situation like the playing of computer games. It is worthy of note that he admitted learning
problem-solving and other cognitive skills while playing computer games. Nonetheless, although
Jake downplays the role of the home in his learning to use computers, there is no doubt that it was
no less pivotal than the school. The next two respondents from the US emphasize the significance
of the home in their digital literacy acquisition.
The two US participants who reported the home as their digital literacy gateways were
Yasmine and Alby. Unlike their four colleagues above, these two considered the home as the key
setting where they first learned to use computers. This was what Yasmine stated:
I think I learned when I was like six or seven at home. I learned how to use my mum’s
phone first, and then we got a computer and I learned how to use a computer from there.
And then, like of course, my teachers taught more in-depth, but I think even when I was
like seven I knew how to go online and go on to my favorite game website. (Yasmine,
interview)
To Yasmine, the school rather reinforced and enhanced the digital literacy skills she acquired at
home. Notice should be taken of Yasmin’s gateway device which was her mother’s phone which
is technically a computing device as it introduced Yasmine to digital literacy before they acquired
their first computer. Yasmine’s situation is a clear instance of the synergy between the home and
the school in providing digital literacy. Alby’s response reflects this as well: “Mostly at home
because I always had access to a computer whether it was my dad’s or mine personally but
normally at home and also at school—and at times the library” (Alby, interview). Alby
acknowledges the home as the main gateway despite contributions of other places like the school
and the library to her learning to use computers.
Therefore, based on the responses of the six participants from the US, schools serve as vital
sites where digital literacy is first acquired. Supporting the role of the school is the home which
109

does not only serve as a place where some students have their first point of contact with technology,
but also where the skills learned at school is reinforced.
Digital Literacy Gateways in Mexico
Regarding technology gateways, although the Mexican student participants of the
interview were three, they were divided on where they first acquired their digital literacy. While
two Mexican student participants (Mario and Ama) mentioned the home as their main setting of
digital literacy acquisition, one (Lina) indicated it was the school. Thus, based on participant
answers, digital literacy sponsorship and gateways in Mexico do not directly correspond in all
situations.
Starting with Ama, she simply mentioned the home as her main setting of digital literacy
acquisition. She did not give further explanation as to how it was so. However, her response to this
question corroborated her answer to an earlier question on the person who assisted her the most to
learn to use computers which she recalled was her brother. About her brother, she stated:
I remember him helping me with all my homework, and if I didn’t know how to do
something in Word. When I wanted to create documents or write essays or whatever, he
would help me a lot with that. (Ama, interview)
Ama further mentioned that despite her teachers giving her tasks involving the use of computers,
it was her brother who constantly assisted her to sharpen her digital literacy skills. Ama’s example
points to the fact that the home remains a very significant locale when it comes to digital literacy
acquisition and this was only made possible with the availability of computer devices.
The picture Ama’s situation paints is highlighted by Mario’s experience with digital
literacy since he also reckoned the home for being his main setting of digital literacy learning
despite inadequate access to computers in Mexico especially at the time he was in high school. For
someone like Mario who maintained that his father was the most influential person in his digital
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literacy acquisition, it is no wonder the home became the space where he learned to use computers.
Talking about the home, Mario stated:
My house was the main place seeing how my father worked with his laptop and he would
give it to me sometimes to play games and to browse. I would browse images mainly. So,
for most, it was just my house and the computer lab at my elementary school. (Mario,
interview)
From the response above, despite Mario’s school being equipped with a computer laboratory, his
home remained significant in his learning as his father’s laptop provided some kind of
convenience. Through the laptop, Mario was able to spend enough time to not just learn various
digital literacy skills like navigating the internet but also playing computers games which enhanced
his real-time thinking skills which Eshet-Alkalai and Chajut (2009) consider to be key.
Finally, among the three Mexican participants, Lina mentioned the school as her main place
of digital literacy acquisition and acknowledged the home as a secondary setting. In answering the
question of her main place of digital literacy learning, she stated that “I will say it’s school, and
when I was in my fifth grade I got a computer in my house so that’s when I started my own messing
around with the computer. So, it’s school and my own at home” (Lina, interview). Although Lina
was able to practice her digital literacy skills at home by “messing around” with her computer, it
is possible she did not have family members, like the cases of Ama and Mario, who were capable
of assisting her with computer tasks. This explains why she mentioned the school as the main space
of her digital literacy acquisition. In addition, her responses to questions about the people who
assisted her the most with digital literacy give more credence to this position as she mentioned her
teachers as being most influential in her learning to use computers.
As already pointed out, among the Mexican participants, sponsorship and gateways do not
necessarily complement each other like they do in the US. This raises more questions than answers.
Could it be due to inadequate resources allocated digital literacy in Mexico at the school level? Is
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the home stepping in as a bootstrapping strategy to address the shortfalls at school? Is the picture
painted by the students here the norm rather than an outlier? These questions point to the fact that
the situation among the Mexican students need to be given a closer look especially because
Mexican students constitute a bulk of the international students in the US-Mexico border region.
Digital Literacy Gateways in Kenya
Kip, a transnational student from Kenya, indicated his school as the main place of his
digital literacy acquisition but his elaboration points to quite a different location altogether. He
mentioned in his response that he first encountered computers in his high school but had limited
contact time with the device and that it was at a “cyber4” where he was able to spend ample time
with the device to sharpen his skills. He stated:
Maybe when I was in high school. I just interacted with the computer a little, but it wasn’t
that much because I wasn’t taking it as a course. So, I would just go to my friend, maybe
during weekends to see what they would be doing there. That’s where I first interacted a
little bit with the computer, but after high school, that’s where I learned how to use it. (Kip,
interview)
In most African countries, governments recognize the usefulness of digital literacy but are unable
to equip schools with computer devices to enable students practice the skills they learn. In
circumstances where the government is able to provide access, the computer to student ratio
becomes so high that very few students have contact with the devices and, in such cases, like it
was for Kip, it is very limited. Being determined to acquire digital literacy skills, Kip had to resort
to his community where he was fortunate to find a friend who assigned computers tasks to him at
a business center. From Kip’s response, I can infer that typical settings of digital literacy
acquisition in countries like Kenya and other sub-Saharan African countries could be anywhere

In a follow up question, Kip described it as a business center in Kenya where people go to type,
print, photocopy documents as well as have access to the internet.
4
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other than the school. Kenya ranks in the top three in Africa on the 2020 NRI and yet globally its
situation is a far cry. Although Kenya performs well in other indicators like e-commerce legislation
where it is tied at number one with other countries, in very significant sub-pillars like fixed
broadband access and internet users it ranks at 122 in both out of 134 countries. This shows that
despite the strides being taken by emerging economies like Kenya towards bridging the gap in
access to technology, the effort is not holistic enough to impact the life of someone like Kip.
The life trajectories of students’ acquisition of digital literacy has been examined based on
sponsorships and gateways. From the foregoing sub-sections, I have established that the means by
which students acquired digital literacy varied among the participants. Starting with sponsors, I
observed that in the US and Mexico there were not significant differences in terms of digital
literacy sponsorship since in both cases teachers and immediate family members play a central
role in the lives of students. The centrality of teachers in imparting digital literacy is strongly
buttressed by the survey in which more than 30 of the 44 participants reported their teachers as the
most influential in their digital literacy acquisition. Being at the frontline of literacy gives teachers
some leverage in determining how sponsorship takes place (Dippre, 2016). From the data, teachers
are strongly assisted by parents and other family members whom almost half of the participants
reported to have first taught them to use computers. This agrees with Webb-Sunderhaus (2007)
who also recognizes this strong role played by families. Nonetheless, the one student from Kenya
who participated in the interview reported a different kind of sponsor which was a friend. The
question the last case raises is whether the government of Kenya is doing enough to position
teachers or even parents to serve as frontline agents of digital literacy as it is in the US and Mexico.
Pertaining to technology gateways, I observed that it strongly correlates with sponsorship.
This is also acknowledged by Scenters-Zapico (2010) who observed that technology gateways are
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“intertwined with people” (p. 23). What this means is that sponsors are most likely to provide the
tools and settings to their beneficiaries, and so if a sponsor is a teacher then there is the likelihood
that the school will serve as the technology gateway. In the same vein, if the sponsor is a parent
then the home will be the gateway. Even in the isolated case of Kip from Kenya who reported a
friend as the sponsor that same friend provided him with a place—the cyber—for him to have
access to a computer. Nonetheless, among the Mexican participants, sponsorship and gateways
were not in sync with each other as more participants reported their homes as gateways.
Strengths and Challenges of FYC Students with Technology
As part of comprehending the digital literacy of FYC students, I requested the participants
to report the skills they considered themselves to be strong in together with challenges they faced
with digital literacy. Being armed with this knowledge aided me in drawing the digital literacy
framework for FYC students in Chapter Six. In the subsequent two sections, I report the
participants’ strengths and perceived challenges with digital literacy in the subsequent two
sections.
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Digital Literacy Skills of FYC Students: Strengths

Word Processing (6)

Typing (3)

Coding (1)

Spreadsheet (1)

Troubleshooting (1)

Navigation (1)

Graphic designing (2)

Video editing (2)

Photo editing (1)

Figure 5.3: Self-reported Digital Literacy Strengths of Interview Participants
Reported Strengths
When requested in the interview to report the digital literacy skill in which they deemed
they were strong, the 10 interview participants reported 10 distinct skills. The skills were word
processing, typing, coding, spreadsheet, troubleshooting, navigation, graphic designing, video
editing, photo editing and coding. As can be seen in Figure 5.3 above, some of the skills were
mentioned more than once with word processing, which was mentioned by six participants5, being
the most frequently reported skill. This means some participants reported strengths in multiple
skills. Each of these skills is going to be briefly discussed based on the responses of the interview
participants.

5

Notice should be given to the fact that, in cases where a student mentioned more than one skill
as their strength, I considered the first one as the one in which they were more capable.
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Word Processing
The most frequently reported digital literacy skill by the interview participants as their
strength was word processing. When I was coding the interview data, skills that I classified as
word processing were the ability to produce documents and presentations. So, I identified
participants who mentioned proficiency in the use of applications like Microsoft Word, Power
Point, Google Docs, and Google Slides as skillful in word processing. In all, six of the ten
participants indicated this as one skill in which they were very proficient. It should be noted that
most of the participants mentioned more than one skill when asked to indicate the skill they were
strong in. In the following quote from Kip, the Kenyan student, he indicated a strength in word
processing:
Actually, I don’t know. What I do every time is producing documents by creating and
typing them. Yeah, that’s what I’ve been doing most of the time. And maybe a little bit of
creating those kinds of images sometimes, but what I know most is to type and produce
documents. (Kip, interview)
From the quote above, although Kip was not sure about where his strength lied, he was able to
mention word processing as his possible strength since it was an activity in which he constantly
engaged. This is also the case for most of the participants who were required to submit typed
assignments that usually needed some word processing skills. Courtney highlighted this when she
stated, “With the computer, I will honestly say I’m good at Microsoft Word or even Google Docs
and, for some reason, I will say I’m really good at editing stuff.” Being able to edit documents is
a key skill that college students need to possess.
Since composition at pre-college and in higher education largely remains the production of
alphabetic texts, word processing has become not just essential but an indispensable skill needed
by students. Being integral to reproduction literacy (Eshet, 2004), word processing constitutes a
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survival skill in the 21 century university setting and it is no wonder most of the participants
st

reported to not just possess that skill but regarded it as their strength. This finding suggests that
FYC students are likely well prepared to engage in alphabetic composition, but less so in
multimodal composition. A very important complement of this skill is typing which is the second
most reported digital literacy strength that the participants mentioned. Below I discuss this skill
briefly based on participant responses.
Typing
After word processing, the next skill which most participants reported as their strength was
typing. In all, three participants stated the input skill as their strength and, in most cases, they
mentioned it in addition to word processing. Typing is being described as a distinct skill because
one’s proficiency in it can be a determinant in the person’s efficient use of the computer and timely
executions of tasks that require it. Most assignments in the FYC class demand this all-important
ability. Nonetheless, the fact that only three of the ten participants mentioned it as their strength
does not negate the other seven participants’ ability to type. A possible explanation for typing not
being mentioned by most of the participants as their strength may be because they might have
assumed it to be a requisite digital literacy skill and therefore too tacit to be mentioned since
computer usage requires the ability to use input devices like keyboards and the mouse.
In probing further on typing skills, I inquired from the participants if they could type
without looking on the keyboard. To this question, all participants answered in the affirmative.
When I asked them further about this skill with regards to their speed, four responded that they
could not determine their speeds since they had not taken typing tests in a long time. However, six
estimated their speeds to range from 30 words per minute (WPM) to 79 WPM. It is quite interesting
to observe that most of the participants who mentioned typing as their strength also reported higher
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score in words per minute. For instance, Yasmine who cited typing as one of her strongest digital
literacy skills reported to have scored 79WPM in a recent typing speed test. The same can be said
about Courtney who claimed her speed ranged from 56 to 60 WPM.
Graphic Designing and Video Editing
During the interview, four out of ten participants cited either graphic designing or video
editing as their possible strengths. Given the multimodal nature of composition and how
composition is no longer confined to the production of alphabetic texts, these two skills have
become very relevant. It is however not out of the ordinary to find very few students claiming to
have some strengths in these increasingly essential methods of composition. Among the four
mentions of these two skills, one participant, Paulo, named both video editing and graphic
designing as his strength. He stated:
Editing videos is something I really like doing. I really haven’t used some other app. For
example, I used iMovie and editing the sound in it and adding music and adding images to
it as well. It’s something I can say I’m really good at as well as editing normal pictures.
(Paulo, interview)
Although it appears promising to find Paulo as someone adept at tweaking images and videos, it
is not encouraging to realize that his skills are limited to the interface of one application, the
iMovie. There is a slew of video applications other than iMovie that can be utilized to accomplish
more elegant editing. Paulo mentioning the iMovie as the only video editing software he is
conversant with is not enough basis to question his video editing capabilities. Nonetheless, this
paints quite a bleak picture of students’ ability to employ this skill when it is needed. My
submission is based on the fact that, apart from Paulo who is quoted above, all the other
participants who mentioned either video editing or graphic designing as their strength did so after
indicating a different skill as their strength. Video editing and graphic designing are therefore
secondary to some other skill like word processing, like the case of Courtney who mentioned that,
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apart from word processing, she employed photo editing for a low stakes tasks like creating memes
to post on social media. This is indicative of a dearth of video and photo editing skills among the
participants.
Other Skills
Apart from the skills highlighted above, which received multiple mentions among the
participants, some skills were referred to once by four participants as their strengths. These skills
which received single mentions were spreadsheet creation, troubleshooting, navigational skills and
coding. With the exception of coding, the first three were all mentioned by the participants as their
primary strong digital literacy skills. In talking about creating spreadsheets as his strength,
Thomas said:
I think the only area I’m really strong in is Excel and I take advantage of it to create
spreadsheets and graphs for work. For Microsoft Word, I’ll say I’m probably just good as
the average person. Other than that, and I don’t use it very often or social media as often
as my family does. So, I’m really good with Excel. (Thomas, interview)
As suggested in the quote above, the rationale behind Thomas finding strength in the creation of
spreadsheet is the demand of the skill by his place of work. Although creating spreadsheets is an
important reproductive literacy, it is reported less as a strength due to infrequency of people
performing such tasks in their everyday use of the computer. (In the next sub-section, some
interview participants point out Excel as an application which tends to confound them.)
After spreadsheet creation, the next unique skill indicated as strength was troubleshooting.
This was the primary strong digital literacy skill reported by Jake. He described this strength as:
When it comes to the use of computers, I think I can, like if I find like a technical issue, I
can figure it out but nothing big like if I get a virus or something. I just know like it’s
something like my sound is not working, my video is not working, I can figure out how to
get everything back up and running pretty quickly. (Jake, interview)
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Rectifying hardware and software problems with computers, phones and other digital devices may
not come off as relevant, but a careful examination of Jake’s submission points to the fact this skill
is as crucial as any other digital literacy skill. It is however quite astounding that the literature on
digital literacy fails to include this a relevant skill. Although Nelson, Courier and Joseph (2011)
have touted the need for that to be emphasized in a digital literacy framework, they do not elaborate
on how that can be carried out or fused into a digital literacy framework. Being able to figure out
problems with computers and addressing them should be treated as a very important skill and any
digital literacy framework ought to include it. A lack of this skill can potentially undercut one’s
ability to utilize digital tools and possibly inhibit one’s ability to take advantage of the computer.
Quite related to troubleshooting skills is navigational skill which is cited by Ama as her
strength. She stated, “I think I’m very good at figuring out something, so if I don’t know how to
do something on Blackboard or if I’m not understanding the platform very well, I think I’m very
good at figuring it out fast.” While troubleshooting skill deals with solving problems of hardware
and software, navigational skills are concerned with intuitively understanding computer interfaces
and utilizing software with minimum or no training or assistance. As Ama has stated, she has the
knack to maneuver her way around digital interfaces and that skill can be very useful in handling
novel situations on the computer.
Finally, coding which is a paramount digital composition skill is acknowledged by one of
the interviewees, Mario, as his strength even though he mentioned it as second to word processing.
Based on his responses to other questions during the interview, I found out that Mario was
majoring in computer science hence his reference to coding as a digital literacy strength. Mario
learned coding as part of his preparation for college and he claimed he could write codes as of the
interview.
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Using Eshet-Alkalai’s (2004) digital literacy framework as a benchmark to view what has
transpired thus far in this sub-section, I can report that most of the interview participants were
more concerned about their reproductive literacy as they readily reported word processing, typing,
graphic designing, video editing, creating spreadsheets, and coding as their strengths. It should be
noted that embedded in reproduction literacy are photovisual and branching literacies because
one’s ability to compose with applications depends largely on how they identify the meanings of
the symbols in it as well as compose in non-linear manner unlike writing in a book or using
typewriter to compose. What was then left out among the skills the students reported as their
strengths were information literacy, socio-emotional, and real-time thinking skills.
One important issue this chapter is concerned with is whether there are any differences and
similarities between transnational students and their non-transnational counterparts in terms of
their strengths. There exist slight differences in the skillsets reported as strengths by students of
US origin and their transnational counterparts although, across the board, the skill mostly reported
as strength was word processing. Among the six American participants, three indicated word
processing as their strength while three others mentioned video editing, troubleshooting and
spreadsheets as their strengths. Of the four international students, three reported word processing
as their strength while one pointed out navigation. Therefore, while the US students were split
between word processing and three other skills, the transnational students mostly reckoned to be
more capable with word processing. Word processing which first started on dedicated typewriterlike devices has, since the late 1970s, become an indispensable computer skill and for that matter
very key to digital literacy (Bergin, 2006; Kunde, 1986). The fact that students of American origin
were split between word processing and other skills while their foreign counterparts mostly
reported word processing as their strong skill suggests that American students in this research
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population have a greater chance of acquiring more digital literacy skills. Nonetheless, the sample
size of the two sets of population that participated in this research could be a limitation and this
observation would need further investigation.
Digital Literacy Skills That Need Improving
While attempting to account for the participants’ digital literacy competencies, it was
necessary to find out about their incompetency and the skills they felt inadequately prepared to
apply. They were therefore questioned to point out the digital literacy skills in which they were
least proficient, needed improvement on or wished to acquire. Responding to this query, the
respondents mentioned several skills which were coded in the same way as their strengths above.
In all, they accounted for five distinct skills with some gaining more frequency of mentions than
others. The five skills were video editing, photo editing/graphic designing, spreadsheets and
navigational skills. Figure 5.4 below displays the skills that the interviewees wanted to improve.

Challenging Digital Literacy Skills of FYC Students

Video editing (3)

Photo editing (3)

Spreadsheets (4)

Figure 5.4: Digital Literacy Skills That Are Challenging
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Navigational Skill (2)

Spreadsheets
Using data processing applications like Microsoft Excel and Google Sheets was the most
often cited skill that the interview participants needed to better their proficiency. In citing
spreadsheets as their main weakness, two participants merely mentioned it without any
explanation, however, the other two gave same one reason to explain why they found spreadsheets
difficult. That reason was the need to get familiar with formulas which one must be acquainted
with in order to process figures to render desired outputs in a spreadsheet application. Jake clearly
explained this when he stated:
I know I have a weakness with Microsoft Excel. It’s always been tough for me. You know
how you put like math equation and stuff like that? It’s kind of tough remembering what
keys to use, so I will say I’m weak at that. (Jake, interview)
The difficulty the participants have with spreadsheets possibly stems from its infrequent usage.
The formulas can be mastered through practice and, if one uses spreadsheets occasionally, they
are likely to be puzzled by the formulas. However, the challenge with spreadsheets is not new
among students as Singh (2020) included working with data processing applications like
spreadsheets among three digital literacy skills that students in Australia reported they needed
most. Teaching spreadsheets in addition to word processing, can serve as a springboard to harness
student data analysis skills especially when they are dealing with quantitative data in research
(Roblyer & Doering, 2013). The two other skills were online researching and referencing, both of
which are information literacy skills accounted for by digital literacy frameworks by EshetAlkalai, ACRL, ISTE and others.
Video/Photo Editing and Graphic Designing
Following spreadsheets, video editing and photo editing were each indicated by three
participants as skills that they wished they were better at. Regarding video editing, in all the three
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instances, the participants simply mentioned wanting to learn video editing or improving on such
skills. Ama expressed this in her response when she stated:
I think I would love to learn how to edit videos. Video editing, I think that is very interesting
and I do not know how to do it at all. So, I think that will be the one I would like to really
understand and get to know. (Ama, interview)
By saying “I do not know how to do it at all,” Ama registered her exasperation about her inability
to apply that skill which she apparently found relevant. A similar sentiment was expressed by
Courtney when she was talking about photo editing as the skill she needed to learn more about.
She stated, “I’m not very good at Photoshopping from photography and I’d love to learn how to
do it, basically. If I took photos of my own family, I would love to learn how to edit it.”
Given the multimodal turn of composition, it is quite eye-opening to discover that six of
the total ten interview participants reported struggling with such increasingly elemental skills as
video editing and photo editing. This is quite concerning because FYC courses, particularly in
UTEP’s situation, are designed not necessarily to hone in such skills but to tap into whatever
reproduction literacy skills with which students enter the composition class. Thus, the FYC
curriculum needs to be adjusted so as to directly address this growing demand among students.
The digital literacy framework for FYC suggested in Chapter Six will prove helpful in addressing
this need among FYC students.
Navigational Skills
Apart from difficulties with spreadsheets and editing multimedia, some of the participants
were concerned about their inability to navigate software interfaces. The two participants, Mario
and Paulo, who expressed this unease noted that unfamiliar operating systems and application
software used at the university bogged down their timely accomplishment of tasks. Mario, for
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instance, who comes from Mexico, where he estimated the commonest operating system to be
Microsoft Windows, felt inhibited by the ubiquity of Macs at the university. He stated:
I don’t know how to use MacOS, so like in UTEP, I feel bad since when you have to print
something you have to use a Mac, so I will have little trouble doing because I only use
Windows and the first time I used a Mac was in UTEP, so I would like to know how to use
a Mac better. (Mario, interview)
Mario’s responses to questions during the interview showed that he was an above average
proficient user of the computer, but all that skill became less useful when, in the US, he
encountered an interface that was less popular in his country of origin. Most computers in the
university presented a learning curve to him hence his desire learn how to use Macs. That Mario
and Paulo considered interface navigation essential stress the need for photovisual literacy to be
emphasized in any digital literacy pedagogy since maneuvering through modern operating systems
calls for one’s appreciation of the intuition built into graphical interfaces.
In comparing transnational students to their non-transnational counterparts concerning
digital literacy skills that need improving, three of the six US students mentioned spreadsheets
while the other three named photo editing, video editing and navigation as their challenges. Among
the three Mexican participants, two referred to video editing as their problem while one was
concerned about navigation of an operating system. The only Kenyan participant saw spreadsheet
as the skill he needed to improve upon. Thus, based on the data collected through the interview,
there was no variation in the skills students needed improvement in based on their countries of
origin as all the skills reported by American students were also mentioned by their transnational
colleagues. Therefore, any digital literacy framework that addresses all the concerns of the
American students will likely solve the problems of their transnational counterparts.
Using Eshet-Alkalai’s digital literacy framework as a lens, I have observed that most of
the skills the participants reported to need improvement in were reproductive skills and photovisual
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literacy. The specific reproductive skills were creating spreadsheets and editing photos and videos.
Compared to word processing, creating spreadsheets or data processing is a know-how which is
less frequently employed especially in our day-to-day use of computers. The question that lingers
around this is why the participants reported it as one of the main skills they needed to learn. Among
the many advantages of learning spreadsheet applications, Barreto (2015) states that features in
Excel “give students practical skills that have real value in the marketplace.” If learning
spreadsheets could brighten students’ chance of securing jobs, could it be integrated into the FYC
curriculum? This also raises the question of whether teaching this data processing, mathematicsbased skill is within the purview of FYC. If not, what general university course can address this
gap in literacy? Concerning photo and video editing, since the FYC class already utilizes such
skills in students, the concerns students have expressed here is enough signal for the FYC
curriculum to cater for this need.
Following reproductive literacy, the second skill the participants reported they wanted to
improve in was photovisual literacy. Since modern operating systems and software interfaces are
mostly graphic-based, photovisual literacy is key to students’ ability to navigate familiar and
unfamiliar interfaces. Hence a lack of it contributes in inhibiting one’s chances of fully benefitting
from the potential of a novel software interface. A photovisual literacy will heighten one’s
inclination to navigate uncommon interfaces, make them less likely to be confounded by unusual
software and application interfaces, and ultimately increase their transfer skills.
Chapter Conclusion
In this chapter I had a bifurcated objective. First, I followed the life trajectories of FYC
students in their acquisition of digital literacy through two main enabling factors: literacy
sponsorship and technology gateways. Second, I outlined the strengths and challenges of FYC
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students in their digital literacy.

The data obtained by this study shows that institutions,

particularly educational ones, continue to play a paramount role in both digital literacy sponsorship
and the provision of technology gateways. This was the case in the US and Mexico while the sole
Kenyan participant reported his friend as his main sponsor and the gateway provider. Buttressing
the efforts of institutions to bring about digital literacy acquisition are families and homes. Most
respondents, irrespective of their transnational status, reported their families, especially parents
and siblings, for taking keen interest in their digital literacy acquisition. The data presented in this
chapter also shows these same family members provided equipment to facilitate digital literacy
learning.
The second part of the chapter focused on the strengths and challenges of students
concerning their digital literacy proficiency. It was found that the skill the participants frequently
reported strength in, in order of frequency from the highest to the lowest, were word processing,
typing, video and photo editing, spreadsheet creation, troubleshooting, navigational skills and
coding. Regarding challenges, the participants were concerned about the following skills: video
editing, photo editing/graphic designing, spreadsheets and navigational skills. Based on the data
collected, there were not significant variations in both the strengths and challenges of transnational
and non-transnational students. Thus, I assert that any digital literacy framework which addresses
the problems of non-transnational students will concurrently mitigate the problems of their
transnational counterparts. In Chapter Six, I expound on the implications of these findings and, as
part of my recommendations, outline a framework for integrating digital literacy into the FYC
curriculum to cater for the digital literacy needs of students.
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Chapter Six: Conclusion and a Framework for Integrating Digital Literacy into FYC
Introduction
In this chapter, my major purpose is to provide an overview of the study, summarize the
main findings, outline the implications, and provide recommendations. As part of the
recommendations, I will propose a framework that I call Rhetorical Digital Literacy (RDL) to
guide the incorporation of digital literacy into an FYC program. It is my expectation that RDL aids
in finetuning and building on the skills of students and teachers of FYC to meet their digital literacy
needs in the composition class and beyond. The chapter ends with limitations of the study.
Overview of the Study
The main focus of this study was to learn about the digital literacy readiness of First-Year
Composition (FYC) students by assessing their proficiency in functional digital literacy using
Eshet-Alkalai’s (2002) and Selber’s (2004) frameworks as its theoretical underpinning. The study
also aimed at unveiling the sponsors (Brandt, 1998) and technology gateways (Selfe & Hawisher,
2004) that contributed to the students’ acquisition of digital literacy skills as well as the specific
skills FYC students accounted as their strengths and what they regarded as their weaknesses. While
doing this, the study compared transnational students with their non-transnational counterparts
regarding their digital literacy sponsorship, technology gateways, and strengths and weaknesses.
The study obtained data through two key methods; the first one was a survey and the second one
was interviews. Findings of the study are summarized in the subsequent section.
Summary of Findings
The findings of this study are going to be discussed in relation to the research questions as
posed in Chapter One. Below, I present the findings:
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Research Question 1: With what kind of digital literacy skills do First-Year Composition (FYC)
students enter FYC classroom?
This study found that the kind of digital literacy skills that FYC students enter the class
with varied depending on the skillset in Eshet-Alkalai’s digital literacy framework one focused on.
The participants reported strong photovisual, branching and socio-emotional literacies. In this
regard, the participants reported positively about their capability to identify the purposes and
functions of symbols on their computer and phone interfaces. They also reported a strong ability
to navigate computer interfaces and online spaces non-linearly using hyperlinks and others. On
socio-emotional literacy, they indicated a strong sensitivity to privacy concerns as well as their
own and other internet users’ attitudes. Concerning real-time thinking skills, the participants were
generally ambivalent as some described themselves as avid gamers while others reported otherwise
implying that they were not conversant with consuming huge chunks of data on computer
interfaces in real-time. Lastly, the participants were unsure about their reproductive literacy, which
is key to their multimodal composition, with their levels of proficiency concentrating more on text
editing and decreasing with non-text based modes of composition like photo editing, video editing,
and sound editing.
Research Question 2: How do students of FYC acquire those skills? Who are their literacy
sponsors and where are their technology gateways?
Literacy sponsorship and technology gateways respectively refer to the people and sites
which provide the enabling environment for learning (Brandt, 1998; Self & Hawisher, 2004). The
current study found that students acquired their digital literacy skills mainly through the school
and the home with teachers and family members correspondingly serving as direct sponsors. Apart
from playing these instrumental roles in the students’ learning to acquire digital literacy, schools
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and families provided the technological gateways to facilitate the acquisition. This shows that
sponsorship and gateways of digital literacy are intertwined (Scenters-Zapico, 2010).
Research Question 3: What are the strengths and challenges of FYC students in meeting the
demands of technology in the FYC classroom?
On strengths, most of the participants pointed out word processing and typing. Thus, the
participants were capable of meeting demands of tasks that required typing and word processing
using applications like Microsoft Word and Google Docs. That students reported strength in these
skills gives a hint about the undue attention paid to alphabetic text composition as opposed to
multimodal based composition. Further, students indicated as their challenging skills video and
sound editing, using spreadsheet applications and navigational skills such as moving through an
interface or simple troubleshooting.
Research Question 4: How do transnational students compare with non-transnational students in
terms of literacy sponsorship and technology gateways as well as their strengths and challenges
in meeting the demands of technology in the FYC classroom?
In this study, there was no significant difference between transnational students and their
non-transnational counterparts in terms of their sponsorship, technology gateways, and strengths
and weaknesses. Indeed, responses to the interview questions indicate that both groups were
influenced by teachers and parents in terms of sponsorship and gateways in equal measure. This
suggests that any interventions that work for US students will likely positively impact the
transnational students although more research can be done to delve into and compare the nuances
of digital literacy acquisition for both groups as well as of under-resourced groups within the US.
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Implications
For Writing Program Administrators (WPAs)
This study has accounted for the specific digital literacy skills with which students of FYC
enter the composition classroom. What makes this significant on a writing administration level is
the fact that some WPAs might assume that students possess certain digital literacy skills and plan
their curriculum to tap into those skills. However, from this study, I observed that although
students enter the composition class with certain digital literacy skills, they possess them in varying
degrees of proficiency, especially regarding multimodal, spreadsheet and navigational skills,
which are often required, particularly multimodal and navigational skills, in FYC classes. What
this points to is that FYC curricula need to be adjusted to streamline the digital literacy acquisition
of students and the reinforcement of necessary skills to bring some parity among students.
Anchored in Eshet-Alkalai’s (2002) digital literacy framework, this study pinpoints the
specific skills that FYC students possess. Beginning with photovisual literacy, the majority of
students reported a strong sense of familiarity with symbols and icons on their computers and
phones screens. In reproduction literacy, the students reported more familiarity with text-centric
production methods like word processing and typing and less understanding of video and audio
production as well as website designing. With regards to branching literacy, students indicated an
ability to navigate online spaces in non-linear manner. On information literacy, about 90% of the
survey participants reported positively about their ability to determine appropriate information
sources, detecting biases and giving credit to the origins of their information. When it came to
socioemotional literacy, the participants readily reported being cognizant of privacy concerns as
well as the effects their online conduct had on other users. Lastly, the participants were divided
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when asked about their real-time thinking proficiency with half accepting to play games while the
other half reported not to engage in much casual gaming.
This group of students’ digital literacy proficiencies might encourage WPAs and FYC
curriculum planners to focus on developing or remediating students’ reproduction literacy which
is a major contributor to multimodal composition, a very critical 21st century skill. Meanwhile,
many experts on composition (e.g. Johnson-Eilola, 1997; Lankshear & Knobbel, 2008; Shipka,
2011; and Yancey, 2004) have long called for WPAs to pay attention to new modes of composition
instead of being alphabetic-centric, with Shipka (2011) particularly challenging WPAs to widen
the definition of composition mediums beyond the digital. Millard (2006 cited in Shipka, 2011),
for instance, observes that there’s “disjunction between the multimodal world of communication
which is available in the wider community and the conventional print modes of the standard
curriculum” (p. 236). In “Revisualizing Composition: How First-Year Writers Use Composing
Technologies”, Moore, et al. (2016) take note of the fact that “newer composing and digital
technologies are highly integrated into many students’ lives, they are part of the 21st century
landscape of writing” (p. 11) and make it imperative that composition technologies need to be
reconsidered. The current study therefore contributes to emphasize that infusing digital literacy
into FYC curriculum has become very crucial in responding to the composition needs of students
while meeting their expectations and lived experiences with technology.
For Theory
This study examined digital literacy from the perspectives of Eshet-Alkalai (2002) and
Selber (2004). Both of these concepts consider digital literacy as constituting multiple skills. EshetAlkalai’s framework which was initially promulgated in 2002 and revised in multiple publications
like Eshet-Alkalai and Chajut (2009) accounts for different forms of literacies which are
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socioemotional literacy, and real-time thinking skill. In spite of the usefulness of this framework
in identifying functional literacies, through the present study, it has become apparent that EshetAlkalai’s framework is inadequate as certain skills like interface navigation and
troubleshooting/diagnostic skills, that the participants of the current study reported to possess were
hard to place anywhere in the framework. For instance, although in the survey some students
registered familiarity with icons on the computer screen, instead of that enhancing their navigation
skills, some reported in the interview inadequacy with maneuvering through the interfaces of
computers and applications. Thus, this observation put in conflict, the finding about photovisual
literacy which the participants reported to possess in abundance but some could not utilize it for
interface navigation purposes. This means the framework could be expanded to include navigation
and troubleshooting skills.
Also, through this study, I have found that some literacies in Eshet-Alkalai’s framework
could be conflated as one. For instance, branching and photovisual literacies in essence aid one’s
ability to explore digital spaces and can come under one umbrella literacy that can be referred to
as navigation. With this one skill, visual and textual cues in the form of symbols and formatted
texts can guide the exploration digital spaces in non-linear manner. Being conversant with
meanings of symbols and texts that are colored or underlined to prompt interaction will enable one
to move from parts of interfaces to other parts in multiple directions based on one’s understanding
of the meaning of such indicators. Similarly, branching literacy and information literacy are
essentially the same since determining appropriate sources of information, evaluating and
consuming them in online spaces entailed an ability to navigate such spaces in non-linear manner.
Information literacy therefore entailed branching literacy and should not be considered a distinct
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skill from the former. In talking about information literacy, it could be pointed out that it constitutes
accessing and assessing information in digital spaces in non-linear manner rather than being
regarded as a distinct form of literacy.
Also, on theory, through responses to the interview questions, it was found that students
valued functional digital literacy skills more than their critical and rhetorical aspects as portrayed
in Selber’s (2004) framework. According to Selber, functional literacy views computers as tools
that need mastering to accomplish tasks; therefore, functional literacy constitutes the base upon
which other forms of digital literacy are build. In fact, the student participants of the present study
were more concerned about their ability to utilize computers to carryout tasks and were less
perturbed about its tendency to enact power or its persuasive dimensions when it comes to
meaning-making. What this suggests is that more attention ought to be paid to equipping students
with adequate functional digital literacy skills so that they would not feel challenged in
accomplishing mundane tasks with them; it is after this that they would be open to learning about
the critical and rhetorical of implications of digital literacy. Thus, critical and rhetorical literacies
matter in situations where functional literacies have been satisfactorily acquired.
Recommendations
In the following subsections, I provide details about how FYC pedagogy can incorporate
digital literacy, give recommendations for WPAs, and propose suggestions for future research on
digital literacy in FYC.
For FYC Pedagogy: Incorporating Functional Digital Literacy into the FYC Curriculum
One of the overarching goals of this dissertation was to identify ways in which functional
digital literacy pedagogies might be integral to the FYC curriculum. I proceed on this conscious
of the fact that the FYC curriculum even at the institution where this study was carried out (and at
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other institutions across the US), is not bereft of digital literacy instruction. There exist efforts to
make students create ePortfolios, video documentaries, visual argument, etc. Nonetheless, to
successfully carry out these tasks, there must be systematic approach to infusing digital literacy
teaching in the FYC classroom. This is when the Rhetorical Digital Literacy (RDL) approach,
anchored on genre analysis and valorizing functional digital literacy, comes in to provide step-bystep guide on how digital literacy can be integrated into FYC pedagogy. However, if there is in
any takeaway from this study at all, it is the fact that the existing efforts at integrating FYC into
the curriculum is inadequate and does not address the digital literacy needs of students (Falloon,
2020), particularly with regards to reproductive digital literacy on multimodal composition in
which the participants reported need for improvement especially in non-text compositions. The
digital literacy framework proposed subsequently is therefore based on students’ reported needs
identified by this study.
The New London Group (NLG) (1996), and Lankshear and Knobel (2009) espouse the
idea of students becoming designers, which means they should not just be taught to write but to
compose multimodally. Selber (2004) has advocated for an overarching change of attitude towards
multimodal literacy at the technical, pedagogical, curricular, departmental and institutional
contexts. While the current study encourages all these to be given attention, its focus is on the
curricular and the pedagogical. How do instructors of composition go about imparting these skills?
What kind of resources are needed to realize this goal? How could specific digital literacy skills
be honed in the composition class instead of merely being tapped into or exploited to achieve
instructional goals? How do we simplify video/audio/website editing or composition so that the
average student can employ such skills? In the end, this study has led me to create a framework
that specifies how digital literacy could be embedded in FYC so as to meet the digital literacy
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needs of students. This approach could be deployed in training FYC instructors who will then
directly pass them unto their students.
Before proceeding further, I must point out that efforts have been made to incorporate
digital literacy into pedagogy starting with instructor education. For instance, Falloon (2020)
identified core digital literacy competencies that teachers of FYC need to learn. Falloon’s work
built on and merged aspects of Mishra and Koehler (2006) and Janssen, et al. (2013) who
respectively proposed the technological pedagogical content knowledge (TPACK) and the
Substitution, Argumentation, Modification and Redefinition (SAMR) frameworks, but they, at
best, serve the technological needs of teachers not students. Technological and digital literacy
frameworks by organizations like International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE),
National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) and the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills
for Technological Applications (TEKSTA), which are meant for students, are framed in broad
terms and leave a lot of discretions to teachers, making them taxing to implement at the classroom
level especially by teachers who are not adequately trained. The method I am therefore proposing
for incorporation of digital literacy in FYC class is called the Rhetorical Digital Literacy (RDL)
approach and is simple and easy to execute in the classroom. In the subsequent paragraphs, I detail
what this method is and how it can be implemented in the FYC class.
This study has affirmed the school as a very key locale for digital literacy learning due to
its pivotal role in providing both digital literacy sponsorship and technology gateways, and so this
framework is tied to instructional goals. The RDL approach merges functional literacy of Selber
(2004) with reproduction literacy of Eshet-Alkalai, and has an instrumental view of technology
where technology is essentially deployed as a tool to advance rhetorical goals (Selber, 2004;
Feenberg, 1991, 2002). In a situation where students’ functional digital literacy is inadequate, as
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this study has uncovered, it is imperative that attention is paid to instrumental literacies, first and
foremost, before critical literacies are considered. What this approach therefore stresses is a multifunctional digital literacy where students are equipped with several functional digital literacies to
enable them to achieve rhetorical goals in and out of the classroom. Such skills include, but not
limited to, reproduction skills like creating content for various domains of communication using
text, video, audio and images. As well, students will be able to combine these in multimodal
contexts as demanded by courses like FYC, especially in UTEP’s context, and in their social and
professional lives.
Before going further on this approach, I need to point out the fact that I am aware of
programs run by university technical support centers to keep students and faculty abreast of
technological trends and new methods of composition. However, these programs tend to be
optional to the curriculum and only few members of faculty take advantage of them (Patcha-Lum,
2018). Findings of the current study also indicate that students hardly make time for such
workshops. RDL aims to make training on various forms of composition using digital tools to
become part and parcel of FYC. I would also like to acknowledge that, like this study and Vie
(2008) found out, students enter FYC with varying degrees of digital literacy proficiency and that,
as Pigg et al (2013) and Moore, et al. (2016) noted, students already engage in literacy practices
where they employ multiplicity of writing technologies to coordinate complex social activities.
RDL reinforces students’ functional digital literacy skills by guiding students to engage in more
advanced form of composition for personal, social, professional and academic purposes, especially
as required by the FYC course.
At the heart of RDL is genre-based approach to learning where instructors and students
pay attention to what typifies exemplary compositions in visual, audio, text and multimodal forms
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like blog posts, podcasts, infographics, video documentaries, etc. RDL devotes a lot of classroom
resources to studying digital artifacts and practicing how to create them. It is therefore practiceoriented. Gee (2003) states that digital skills like gaming are best learned when it is hands-on. It is
intended to augment the digital literacy learning of students with the FYC class being the
technology gateway. With this, students will engage in a series of tasks to accomplish a set
objective which will usually be the creation of a digital product. The digital product here can be a
document, a spreadsheet, a website, a video, a podcast, an edited image or a collage, an
infographic, a brochure, an annotated bibliography, etc. Although some FYC programs already
incorporate digital productions, most of these require that those with lower digital literacy
proficiency, including the instructor, get outside help. What make this concerning is that some
students opt out of digital literacy tasks or piggyback their colleagues in order to complete
assignments involving reproductive literacy. The main advantage of RDL is that it eliminates the
need for resource persons, encourages judicious use of classroom time and impels instructors to
learn digital literacy skills in situations where they need to brush up their own. This approach is
most suitable for situations where students need their digital literacy skills buttressed, like those
who participated in the current study.
Steps to Applying Rhetorical Digital Literacy (RDL) Approach
In Figure 6, the Rhetorical Digital Literacy (RDL) approach is divided into six main steps:
1) Determine literacy skills needed 2) Train instructors on needed resources for different genres of
communications 3) Analyze exemplary compositions 4) Determine digital tools and instructional
materials needed 5) Model exemplary compositions and 6) Create an original composition. These
steps are iterative rather than linear, hence their representation in a cycle. Each of the key steps is
described subsequently.
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Figure 6: Steps in the Rhetorical Digital Literacy (RDL) Approach
Determine the Skills Needed. The first step in implementing RDL is to determine instructional
goals or digital literacy skills that students need to learn. These skills could already be included in
the course’s learning outcomes or objectives. In the present study when students were asked to
state the digital literacy skills they wished they possessed or could strengthen, they mentioned the
following skills: video editing, photo editing, using spreadsheet applications, and navigational
skills (refer to Chapter Five for in-depth discussion of these skills). Based on Eshet-Akalai’s (2002)
digital literacy framework, most of these skills are reproductive literacies as they enable users to
design and create digital contents. A needs analysis is relevant before proceeding with RDL
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because digital literacy skills change constantly with technological innovations and are contingent
on the time (Lotherington & Jenson, 2011), and also due to the frequent change of communication
platforms on social media. For instance, in 2021, Cloudflare, which monitors traffic to websites,
reported that Tik-Tok, a social media application, supplanted Facebook, Google and five others as
the most popular website. Thus, being conversant in using one platform does not guarantee you a
place on another platform, making everyone a constant learner (Harris, 2021).
In using RDL, the skills that will be taught depends mainly on the functional digital literacy
needs of students and these can influence course objectives and technological requirements. Both
lesson objectives and technological requirements are decided by curriculum planners of FYC.
However, with the RDL, students can make inputs into their learning through a diagnostic test and
observation. With the diagnostic test, questions on various digital literacy skills could be asked for
students to respond to them using a self-assessment survey that utilizes Spitzberg’s scale as
employed in the present study. Regarding observation, students can be invited to perform specific
tasks that require digital literacy skills, so that their performance will be recorded by their
instructors using observation checklists. For instance, students could be asked to edit a picture or
video to achieve a specific result, and, if they carry out the task to achieve desired results, they can
be considered to be proficient is such skills.
Train Instructors on Specific Applications for Different Communication Genres. Instructor
training on digital literacies is crucial because some teachers of FYC face problems with
technological competence such that “majority had challenges integrating technology into their
functions” (Patcha-Lum, 2018: p. 133). In spite of this, efforts are already being made by some
instructors to incorporate technologies in their FYC teaching. For instance, Mina (2014) accounts
for the new media technologies deployed by FYC teachers. A study like Takayoshi’s and Huot’s
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(2009) details how technology and multimodal composition is integrated into the composition
curriculum while Sheffield (2016) describes the role of WPAs in merging digital literacy with
composition pedagogy. However, there is a dearth of information about how teachers can be
equipped with necessary technological skills to enable them pass them unto their students as there
exist a gap between teacher training and classroom practice (Sutton, 2011). Given the problems
some instructors have with their own digital literacy, it is essential that they themselves train on
the essential digital skills which their programs want to focus on.
The training of instructors can be accomplished through professional development
workshops or composition pedagogy courses that have traditionally been deployed to prepare
instructors for FYC programs. Composition pedagogy courses should therefore be retooled to
focus on digital literacy where attention is paid to the technological needs not only of students but
also of instructors. Particularly, all needed functional digital literacy skills should be taught to
instructors by resource persons throughout the composition pedagogy class. For instance, based
on the feedback received in this study, the skills that a composition pedagogy course can focus on
include reproductive literacy in photo and video editing.
Analyze Exemplary Compositions. Analyzing digital creations regarded as exemplary is key to
incorporating digital literacy in the FYC curriculum. An exemplary composition here is any work
of any genre that is reckoned to be a specimen that typifies a genre. It could be a writing, a video,
an audio recording, a picture or a website. According to Sheffield (2016), analysis continues to
play prominent role in the implementation of digital literacy in FYC as WPAs tend to favor it over
straight production. There are different ways of analyzing pieces of compositions, however, some,
like textual and literacy analysis, are limited to written compositions. Therefore, one method of
analysis that can be employed to study written and non-written genres of composition is genre
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analysis. Genre analysis lends itself to the study of compositions as well as their contexts
(Chandler, 1997) including purpose, audience, conventions of writing, structure, and rhetorical
choices. One overarching advantage of genre analysis is how it enables compositions to be studied
for its prototypical features which brings to the fore the similarities among texts intended for
similar communicative purposes (Devitt, 2015). Genre analysis in this case will enable other
compositions to serve as models which will be examined and their features accounted for.
To analyze the genre of a given composition, instructors and their students first have to
read, listen, or watch it. They will then brainstorm about its purpose, audience, and structural
features. Regarding features, if the given composition is a written text, the students and the teacher
must take note of the title, subheadings, font size and style, the use of colors, images, citation of
sources and its general layout. Paragraphs can be analyzed for their micro and macro features. For
instance, instructors can guide students to find out the rhetorical purposes of sentences and
paragraphs. If the composition is a video, the study of its features can focus on whether the video
was originally shot by the creator or it is partially or entirely stock footage. Where the video was
originally shot by the creator can also be pointed out. The use of camera angles, lighting, sources
of sound, and others can all be discussed. On sound, a genre analysis of a video can look at the use
of music in the video whether in the background or the foreground, its volume and whether these
tie in to the purpose of the video or a particular scene in it. In analyzing a video, attention can be
paid to picture and sound transitions, on-screen texts, incorporation of images and other media,
etc. Mina (2014) saw the value of studying videos this way when 59.7% respondents reported in
her study that they used videos as “models of multimodal work” (p. 100). The author notes that
teachers who made their students study multimodal works of others did so with the intention of
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making their students understand how others made rhetorical choices depending on genres and
rhetorical situations.
A benefit of genre analysis is that it gives opportunities to both instructors and students to
learn together. Also, genre analysis will guide students to think critically about the design choices
of producers of content and thereby inform their own decisions when it is their turn to produce.
According to Hays and Kammer (2021), when students think “critically and evaluatively about a
host of design decisions relevant to the particular domain and medium”, they will not be mere
consumers but better designers.
Determine Digital Tools and Instructional Materials Needed. Here, tools refer to online and
offline software or resources that are employed to create digital content. Some of this software are
standalone and are purposed to compose in mediums like visual, sound, or text. Thus, there are
tools for creating and editing pictures, videos, sound, websites, etc. However, whereas some tools
specialize in particular type of content, others can be used to create content that cut across different
semiotic modes. For instance, Photoshop and Audacity are dedicated tools for editing pictures and
sounds respectively while iMovie and other video editing software can combine the functions of
video editing, with sound, pictures and others albeit with possible constraints. Digital composition
tools bear limitations and affordances, especially regarding features. Therefore, an FYC class
focused on digital literacy must consider carefully software and resources needed for composition.
One way to do this is to consult with institutional technical support centers to find out about
available composition applications. Lessons can then be planned around specific software, digital
tools or online resources based on access and availability. After determining the software, the next
step is to study its basic features like importing files, creating content from scratch, etc.
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Model Exemplary Compositions. A crucial step into implementing RDL is to reproduce the
model studied under Step 3 above following the creator’s process as identified in the genre
analysis. In Bloom’s taxonomy, replicating what one observes falls into the psychomotor domain
of learning which reinforces cognitive activity with bodily movement. Collins, Brown and
Newman (1989) refer to modelling as a cognitive apprenticeship because it is a process that is
carried out externally and enables learners to follow the steps of experts. When it comes to
modeling in pedagogical terms, it often refers to the instructor enacting a process for learners to
follow (Zumbrunn & Krause, 2012), however, in RDL, instead of the instructor serving as the
example, any digital creation can be modelled once it is subjected to genre analysis.
One way to go about modeling a digital composition is to make a list of steps and processes
that the creator of the exemplar followed in their composition. At this stage, the modeler is not
merely identifying the process of the creator but is arranging them in sequential order. The
arrangement can be based on how such digital works are generally undertaken or on the creator
process identified in the genre analysis. In this case, it is recommended that both approaches are
followed.
To make modeling successful, the exemplary work should be simple and easy to create. It
is not advisable to teach students with an exemplar that is hard to deconstruct and, therefore,
reconstruct. Teachers should choose a creation that will be easy to reproduce so that it would not
take too much classroom time. The aim here is to learn step by step how other creators went about
their own creations. As students advance, they will be more capable of understanding the processes
of more complex examples. Thus, with modeling, students will attempt to produce facsimile of
selected compositions they study. By reproducing, the students will follow the footsteps of expert
creators or exemplary creations of the compositions they seek to learn. In situations where during
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the genre analysis instructors find it hard to create a sequence of activities used in the exemplary
work, they can watch a video or read an article that gives step-by-step tutorial on composing in
that genre. A major advantage of modeling is that it will build students’ confidence in addition to
building their muscle memories in carrying out the tasks.
Create an Original Project. After modeling a composition, the next step is to compose something
from scratch. To do this, instructors can guide students through the following activities:
brainstorming about steps, outlining procedure, actualizing the procedure, and reflection. In fact,
these steps are already employed in teaching written composition just that they can also be applied
to guide students create various digital projects. Each activity forming part of creating an original
composition is going to be discussed below:
a. Brainstorming. It constitutes the foremost activity that will be undertaken in composing an
original project. It enables the composer to bring forth any idea about how to carry out the
composition no matter how rough that idea is. When brainstorming, one can make a list of
activities, in no particular order, which can be followed to compose. Some methods of
brainstorming include making list of activities, drawing rough sketches or doodling. The
difference between brainstorming and outlining below is that brainstorming is unstructured and
less inhibitive.
b. Outlining. After brainstorming, the next activity necessary to actualizing the composition is
outlining. This enables the ideas brainstormed to be selected and sequenced to create a blueprint
that will be followed to bring one’s ideas to life. If, for instance, the task at hand is a video
documentary, the possible activities that need to be outlined could be as follows: researching,
story writing, creating a script, filming, collecting media, editing, and publishing. The sequence
of activities could be informed by the understanding of the examples they studied earlier in the
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genre analysis. Each of these activities can be subdivided into more activities and some are
hierarchical. For instance, editing a film, an audio file or a picture entails several activities. To
edit a film using iMovie, these simple sequential steps have to be followed: 1) Import media 2)
Create a new movie project 3) Select clips 4) Add clips 5) Trim clips 6) Move and split clips 7)
Insert transitions 8) Insert titles 9) Add backgrounds, and 10) Include music or sound effects.
Paying attention to this procedure including the main sequence of activities listed earlier will
enable anyone to edit a video in the actualizing stage.
c. Actualizing. Here, all the steps outlined will be put into action following the planned order.
With research, for instance, students can search the internet, visit the library and read about the
topics of their composition. They can employ their information literacy skills to guide them in
accessing, evaluating and utilizing various sources of information to inform them, firsthand, about
their topics. When it comes to story writing, students can write a summary of what the video is
about. They can then turn the stories into a script which will outline sequentially what each scene
of the video entails including directions on movements, gestures, sound as well as dialogue.
Furthermore, the script can be translated into a storyboard with sketches in picture frame format
to enable a creator visualize their content in advance.
On filming, students can decide on techniques of filming and carrying them out. This
includes the camera angle, focal points of the lens, kinds of shots, movement of the camera on
the scene, etc. Some of these decisions can be made at the script writing stage. Because of this,
during the actual filming, attention is paid to implementing what is in the script with room for
adjustments when the need arises. After filming, the next activity is collecting media. This
includes all materials that can be integrated into the film including pictures, sound, stock footage,
etc. which enhance the video during editing.
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The recorded footage and the collected media are merged into a meaningful film during
editing based on the story. The editing itself follows various sub-steps and all this can be
considered as part of the outline above (refer to outlining above on steps to editing a video). The
last activity that will be performed to actualize a multimodal project like video documentary is
storage or publication. Here, the creator can make decisions concerning issues like format, bit-rate,
video resolution, and whether the video will be published directly on an outlet like Youtube or
Vimeo.
d. Reflecting: After the project has been actualized, the final step is reflection. On this, students
will engage in a metacognition by thinking about their own processes during the composition.
Shipka’s (2009) Statement of Goals and Choices (SOGS), for instance, can serve as a heuristic in
this regard. Reflections can help reinforce the skills mentally as well as enable students selfdiagnose any challenges, and attempt to resolve them. The format of student reflections can be
written or take forms like video or audio recordings.
Conclusion on RDL
Having detailed how to implement the RDL approach in the FYC class above, I want close
on the RDL by suggesting how student performance can be assessed. Evaluation can be
accomplished through an examination of the product and observation of the process or a
combination of both. Because most of the skills the RDL focuses on are reproduction literacies,
paying attention to the products created can be an effective starting point for evaluation. A productbased assessment can be an examination of a digital creation using a rubric, which includes a
checklist of expectations and a ranking of how these are met by students. A rubric can give an
instructor the opportunity to gauge students’ skills. Since the RDL is based on genre, a composition
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can be evaluated using the conventions identified for the genre of composition in which the student
is assessed.
A video documentary, for instance, can be examined in terms of the content, structure and
the use of language. On content, the video is checked whether it addresses the issue it was meant
to expose and that it does not digress or deviate to a different topic. With regards to structure, a
video can be evaluated based on how it responds to generic conventions and rhetorical moves.
Every composition is intended to meet certain expectations; thus, a documentary needs to have an
introduction, a body and a conclusion. In terms of structure, points can also be allocated in scoring
rubric to how well the video was filmed and its integration of multimodal elements like pictures,
written texts, stock footage and sound. Therefore, the more seamlessly and meaningfully these are
combined, the higher one will score in the task. Lastly, concerning language, compositions can be
evaluated based on how effective their language is through coherence and acceptable use of
language in speeches or onscreen texts. Instructors can take this further by requiring their students
to include their video scripts as part of a submission portfolio.
In Wahleithner (2014), it is intimated that end-products of compositions rely on context
and it is relevant to pay attention to rhetorical choices vis-a-vis context. Instructors can assess
learning through RDL by paying attention to students’ process and how they navigated demands
of context. This can mainly be accomplished through observing students performs tasks or
examining how students justify their rhetorical choices through a reflection. On task performance,
if students are able to complete activities which they could not hitherto, then it means they have
acquired the skills. For instance, if previously students were not able to combine two or more clips
to form one seamless video and they are eventually able to do it, then it means they have
successfully acquired that particular skill in video editing. In the same breath, if students could not
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previously create distinct pages on a website but after the implementation of RDL they are able to
do it then instructors can be satisfied that the skill has been acquired. With regards to reflection,
how well students are able to substantiate their rhetorical choices in view of context, and explain
their processes will determine if some learning had taken place through RDL.
For WPAs
For digital literacy to be fully be integrated, into FYC pedagogy, WPAs need to not just
state its importance or value but also to allocate more resources to the teaching and learning of
multimodal composition, for instance. More than half of the participants of this study reported
word processing and typing as the digital literacy skills in which they were strong while they were
weak in reproductive literacies like video and sound editing. This means students enter the FYC
class more prepared for alphabetic composition and less ready for multimodal ones. In addition to
incorporating digital literacy into FYC pedagogy, WPAs should assign technological support staff
to FYC classes to guide both instructors and students on their technological needs especially with
regards to using digital tools to compose beyond alphabetic texts. This should be especially so in
situations where instructor technological proficiency is quite abysmal.
Traditionally, WPAs place students in FYC based on their scores in standardized tests like
AP in English Language and Composition or English Literature and Composition. However, this
must change to include student digital literacy proficiencies. Thus, placement tests into FYC
classes must factor in how well students are ready to execute tasks that require their reproductive
literacy, for instance. Student’s digital literacy competence can lead them into being placed in
courses designed to remediate such skills or enable WPAs modify course goals to accommodate
digital literacy skills that need reinforcement.
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One initial assumption of this study was that students enrolled in FYC were either freshmen
or were in transition to their sophomore years. However, that has not been the case as students in
the FYC class range from freshmen to seniors since the university allows some students to skip
courses along the way probably to bring about some flexibility in student schedules. What this
means is that some of the students taking FYC might have been exposed to some form of digital
literacy in different courses in the university. In the current study, one participant called Mario was
a junior with a lot of experience in digital composition but was then taking FYC. What I would
like to suggest in this regard is that, since FYC is a preparatory course for students’ university
education and that digital literacy proficiency is increasingly tied to their academic success,
students should be mandated to take the class in their freshmen years so that they can harness its
full potentials both within the university and outside. Thus, RWS 1301/02, the two-semester FYC
course at UTEP, should be reserved for only freshmen.
Lastly, WPAs should pay attention to functional digital literacies like reproduction literacy,
as captured in Eshet-Alkalai’s digital literacy framework, and they should make them the bedrock
upon which critical and other forms of digital literacies should be built. It is telling that due to
logistical concerns, many WPAs are reluctant to implement an FYC pedagogy that strengthens
digital literacy or composition in modes other than alphabetic texts. Sheffied (2016) discovered
that whereas WPAs included digital literacy in their SLOs, “the majority of the WPAs do not
require that students analyze or produce digital compositions”. However, the RDL approach
described earlier in this chapter shows functional digital literacy based on Eshet-Alkalai’s
framework could be implemented in an FYC program and, if done systematically, would have
minimal to no strain on resources.
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For Research on Digital Literacy in FYC
The present study targeted all FYC students irrespective of their academic level. The aim
was to identify the kind of digital literacy skills that students possessed. Indeed, it was challenging
to control for influences of other university-level courses on students’ digital literacy proficiency
given how students in FYC classes were mixed in terms of academic levels. Future studies should
find a way to control for students’ encounters with digital literacy lessons in non-FYC courses at
different academic levels. Secondly, a future study can be evaluative in nature to target students
towards the end of their FYC to find out if the class itself was adequate in reinforcing or honing in
some digital literacy skills. Such a study can lead to readjustment of the steps and procedures laid
in the RDL to make it more robust. Lastly, further studies could target family members and homes
for the roles they play as sponsors and providers of technology gateways of digital literacy. A
study of this nature could examine the motivation of family members to introduce students to
digital literacy.
Considerations for Future Research
A limitation of this study was its focus on functional digital literacy rather than rhetorical
and critical literacies which Selber (2004) advocates. The current study was restricted to functional
digital literacy due to the constraints of time on the duration of the study as well as the theoretical
limits imposed by Eshet-Alkalai’s digital literacy framework which is largely based on functional
digital literacy. Attention was devoted to functional literacy because it serves as the basis upon
which other aspects of Selber’s (2004) multiliteracy are built. Nonetheless, in spite of the relevance
of functional literacy, it is crucial for critical and rhetorical literacies to be assessed in future
studies. Concerning methodology, this study was limited by the self-assessment survey which
presents a paradox of some participants tending to overrate or underrate their capabilities (Van

151

Deursen, Helsper & Eynon, 2014). Since it was challenging control for this situation, future
studies can implement lab-based approaches including observations and digital literacy assessment
tests for more rigor in ascertaining students’ digital literacy competence.
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Appendix A
Students’ Self-Assessment Digital Literacy Survey
Please respond to the questions below as accurately as you can.
For each question below, select your answer from the options by clicking on the drop-down
arrow or typing your response in the space provided.
PART ONE (Respondent’s Background)
1. Age: a. 18-20 c. 21-23 d. 24-26 e. 27 and above
2. Country of citizenship: …………………………
3. What language do you consider to be your first language?
…………………………
4. What is your current academic level?
A. Freshman B. Sophomore C. Junior D. Senior
PART TWO (Digital Literacy Skills)
In this section, indicate which of the following statements that best applied to you before you
enrolled in the RWS 1301 class. (Please be as honest as possible.)
A) Not at all true of me B. Not very true of me C. Neither true or untrue of me D. Mostly
true of me E. Very true of me F. I do not understand what you mean by that.
A. Photovisual Literacy
1. I could identify all icons on my computer.
2. I knew what each icon in my word processor stood for.
3. I understood the task each icon within my word processing software could perform.
4. I was able to tell the functions of all icons on my computer screen perform.
5. Some icons on my computer confused me.
6. I was able to identify modified images online.
7. I was able to tell right what symbols on my computer, phone or video games stand
for.
B. Reproduction Literacy
1. I knew how to copy and paste text to create something new out of it.
2. I knew how to create new video from existing videos.
3. I knew how to combine images to create a new image.
4. I knew how to create a new sound from existing sounds.
5. I knew how to combine text, sounds, images and videos to create something new.
6. I found using image editing applications like Photoshop, etc. easy.
7. I found using video editing applications like iMovie, Adobe Premiere, Filmora, etc
easy.
8. I had experienced editing videos, images and sounds on my phone or tablet.
9. I had experienced editing videos, images and sounds on a desktop computer or laptop.
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C.

D.

E.

F.

10. When I copied and pasted text, I was able to change it to look like my own.
11. When I edited image, video or audio, it looked clean.
Branching Literacy
1. I knew what hyperlinks were.
2. I knew hyperlinks were clickable texts and images.
3. When browsing the internet, I clicked on links I found when reading.
4. I sometimes found myself lost on the internet because I clicked through a lot of links.
5. I used Google all the time instead of clicking through links on websites to find what I
want.
Information Literacy
1. I was able to distinguish fake information from genuine genuine.
2. I compared information on different websites to see if it was true.
3. I was able to tell if a writer was biased or not.
4. When writing on my computer or phone, I was able to insert links that lead to other
websites or information sources.
5. I used to credit the sources of my information when writing or creating a visual or
audio piece.
Socio-emotional Literacy
1. I considered all those I interacted with in public forums online as humans.
2. I showed respect to strangers that I interacted with in public forums online.
3. I was able to identify if someone was trolling or deliberately provoking me or another
person online.
4. I knew that what I share online can affect me in my offline life.
5. I was able to change the privacy settings on my social media accounts.
Realtime thinking skills
1. I was good gamer.
2. On the computer, I was able to switch from one task to the other easily.
3. I used to give up easily whenever I encountered difficulties while playing computer
games.

PART THREE (Sponsorship and Gateways)
1. Who first taught you to use computer? A. Parent B. Teacher C. Other family member D.
Somebody else (Please indicate who: ………………………..
2. Where did you mostly learn to use computers? A. Home B. School C. Public Library D.
Work E. Other (Please indicate)……………….
3. Generally, who was most influential in your learning to use computers? A. Parent B.
Teachers C. Family Member D. Co-Worker or Boss E. Somebody else (Please
indicate)….
4. Briefly give reasons for your choice of answer for item 3 above:
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………
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PART THREE (Digital Literacy on Blackboard and the RWS program)
1. Do you feel you received sufficient technological preparation prior to using Blackboard?
a. Strongly Disagree b. Disagree c. Agree d. Strongly Agree
2. You feel you know enough about Blackboard and you feel comfortable using it?
a. Strongly Disagree b. Disagree c. Agree d. Strongly Agree
3. Your professors/instructors take their time to explain how to use Blackboard to you.
a. Strongly Disagree b. Disagree c. Agree d. Strongly Agree
4. What kind of challenges have you had using Blackboard? Please list them the space provided
below:
…………………….
5. What do you think can be done to improve student experiences with Blackboard? Provide your
response in the space below:
………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………
PART FIVE (Interview Sign Up)
1. Would you be willing to participate in a follow-up interview of this survey which will
last about 30 minutes?
A. Yes B. No
2. If yes, kindly provide your email address below: ………………………………….
3. Select any of the following available timeslots:
Thank you so much for your time.
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Appendix B
Final Interview Questions for FYC Students on their Digital Literacy Learning
Thank you for accepting to be part of this interview. My name is Stephen J. Boakye, a Ph.D.
student in the Rhetoric and Composition program of the Department of English, UTEP. Before I
begin, I want to go over the Informed Consent Form for the interview with you. (I then went over
the Informed Consent form with participant and answered any questions they may have and then
request them to sign the form.) In this interview, I will ask you questions about how you learned
to use computers and whether you have any challenges with using computers in the RWS
1301/1302 class. I will follow this with questions about your digital literacy skills where you
describe to me how you carry out certain tasks that involve your use of computers.
1. What is your country of citizenship?
2. How did you learn to use computers?
3. As you were learning to use computers, which persons do you recall helped you to
acquire this knowledge and skills?
4.

Who (which people) would you say were the most influential persons in your learning to
use computers and why?

5. Where (in what kinds of spaces/places) did you mostly learn to use computers?
6. Tell me how you go about composing written assignments for your RWS class.
7. How did you learn to use Blackboard? Do you have any challenges with Blackboard or
any other software/or learning platforms used in this university or recommended by your
RWS instructor? What are some of these problems? How to do they affect your ability to
accomplish tasks? How do you overcome any challenges with Blackboard or the learning
platform? What do you think can be done to make your experience with Blackboard
better?
8. Are you able to type without looking at the keyboard? How many words to do you type
in a minute?
9. What kind of digital/computer literacy/technology skills are you strong in? What are you
weak in?
10. What have you been able to achieve with the skills you are strong in? What have you lost
with those you are weak in? How have you compensated for the skills you are weak in?
11. Tell me how you searched for information to do your most recent assignment.
12. Tell me about a scenario in which you copied, pasted and edited a text.
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13. Tell me how you edited your most recent image. What did you intend to accomplish with
the editing and how did you go about it?
14. Tell me how you edited your most recent video. What did you intend to accomplish with
the editing and how did you go about it?
15. Tell me how you edited your most recent audio. What did you intend to accomplish with
the editing and how did you go about it?
16. Describe how you created a website or blog.
17. How do you determine that the information you find online for your assignments is
credible or not? Before the RWS class, how did you acknowledge the sources of your
information in your compositions?
18. What kind of games do you play on your TV, computer, phone or tablet?
This is the end of the interview. Thank you for agreeing to be part of this research.

169

Vita
Dr. Stephen Jantuah Boakye holds a Master of Philosophy in English Language and a
Bachelor of Education both from the University of Cape Coast (UCC) in Ghana. Dr. Boakye is a
recipient of several awards including the Best Government Student in 2001 at Tema Secondary
School in Tema, Ghana and the Diana Natalicio Fellowship for Outstanding Incoming Doctoral
Student ($5000) from the College of Liberal Arts of the University of Texas at El Paso (UTEP).
Dr. Boakye commenced his academic career as a research assistant at the Department of
Communication Studies at UCC in 2009. He has more than a decade’s experience developing
curriculum, mentoring students and instructing courses on writing, English language and literature,
including First-Year Composition (FYC), Workplace Writing, Introduction to Grammar, and
African Literature both in Ghana and the US. In addition to teaching many years in face-to-face
classrooms, Dr. Boakye has taught online in synchronous and asynchronous scenarios, as well as
in hybrid courses. His pedagogy is undergirded by critical thinking, diversity, translingualism, and
multiliteracy; he views composition as a process and social cognitive activity.
Dr. Boakye’s research explores how digital technologies shape student approaches to
composing processes and enhance their digital literacy through a skill-based classroom praxis. He
also has interest in presidential discourse and wrote his master’s thesis on the genre analysis of
Ghana’s presidential inaugural addresses. Dr. Boakye has several publications to his credit and is
currently working on papers about incorporating digital literacy into composition pedagogy and
enhancing the rhetorical agency of transnational students through critical race theory.

170

